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Abstract
This thesis is an exploratory study investigating students‘ engagement with learning a
second language (L2) in an Australian context, highlighting their preferences in
learning. The student participants were East Asian students studying English as a
second language (ESL) in ELICOS centres and Australian university students studying
languages other than English (LOTE). Specifically, the study was concerned with
identifying and describing L2 learning preferences of the participants, analysing any
changes in their learning preferences as they progressed with language learning and
examining the influences of the participants‘ language learning goals and experiences
on their responses to language learning.
The theoretical framework for the research is grounded in Sociocultural Theory (SCT),
including reference to Activity Theory (AT) which is derived from SCT and assists in
explaining students‘ engagement in L2 learning activities. The study explores the
proposition, based on SCT, that individuals make cognitive, conscious choices in
accordance with their purposes and needs. These choices may be strongly influenced
by the learners‘ social and cultural backgrounds, including their past and current
personal experiences, family and cultural history, and their future possibilities and
desires.
Both quantitative and qualitative research methods were employed to provide
complementary perspectives on the research questions. First, a quantitative survey
involving 393 participants was conducted to obtain questionnaire data from the L2
students. A qualitative study was conducted later, involving interviews with 89 of these
East Asian and Australian participants. Interviews were then conducted with twelve L2
teachers. The quantitative data were analysed using the SPSS Program in order to
ascertain statistically significant results based on the research questions. The
qualitative data were categorised from the transcriptions of audio-taped interviews,
then compared with the results from the questionnaire analysis.
The data imply that L2 students are complex yet active social agents who desire to be
engaged in a variety of carefully structured interactive classroom activities, within a
positive learning environment which involves authentic, real-life tasks and assessment.
However, these preferences are not always in line with the actions students perform,
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but are regulated by the learners‘ multidimensional, wider goals. Such orientation to
L2 learning is conditioned by the extent to which individual learners are able or ready
to act on their preferences. Tension between preferences due to wider learning goals,
situational constraints, multiple social worlds or personal reasons may dictate
preferences in the learning process.
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Definition of Terms and List of
Abbreviations
The following operational definitions and abbreviations will be used consistently
throughout the study.

Definition of Terms
Acquisition
In this study, acquisition and learning are used interchangeably.
Communicative Learning Approach
Contemporary teaching approaches where authentic materials are used, where the
learner takes the initiative, and where language is developed to convey meaning
according to social contexts and roles of the interlocutors.
East Asian Students
Students from Japan, Korea and Taiwan.
Group Learning Preference
Is when one learns and remembers best when studying with at least one other student,
and will be more successful completing work well when working with others.
Individual Learning Preference
Is when one learns and remembers best when working alone.
Korea
In this study The Republic of Korea (South Korea) unless otherwise indicated.
Learner-Centred Approach
The central focus of learner-centred approach is that, what will be taught, when, and
how, is decided with reference to the learner.
Perceptual Learning Style Preferences
Basic perceptual learning approaches and preferences used by learners. In this study,
the preferences are categorised into the following four groups.
Visual learning preference is when one learns best from seeing words or pictures in
books (i.e. on the white board, in work books).

xii

Definition of Terms and List of Abbreviations
Auditory learning preference is when one learns best from hearing words (i.e. lectures,
audiotapes, class discussions) and from oral explanations.
Kinesthetic learning preference is when one learns best by experience, by being
involved physically in classroom experiences.
Tactile learning preference is when one learns best when having the opportunity to do
―hands-on‖ experiences with materials.
Second language acquisition
The field of enquiry.
Traditional Language Learning Approach
Traditional learning methods which emphasise the memorisation of vocabulary and
grammar rules. Activities are based on the development of reading and writing skills
with listening and speaking of secondary importance. The teacher is the authority and
students learn what the teacher knows.

List of Abbreviations
AT

Activity Theory

CLT

Communicative Language Teaching

EAP

English for Academic Purposes

ELICOS

English Language Intensive Course for Overseas Students

ESOL

English for Speakers of Other Languages

ESP

English for Special Purposes

ESL

English as a Second Language

FL

Foreign Language

GE

General English

IELTS

International English Language Testing System

L1

First language or mother tongue

L2

Second language or any language learned subsequent to the
acquisition of L1

xiii

Definition of Terms and List of Abbreviations
LAD

Language Acquisition Device

LAP

Language for Academic Purposes

LOTE

Languages Other than English

LSP

Language for Special Purposes

NEAS

National ELICOS Accreditation Scheme

NESB

Non-English-speaking Background

NS

Native Speaker

NNS

Non-native speaker

NSL

Native Standard Language

PLSP

Perceptual Learning Style Preferences

SLA

Second Language Acquisition

SCT

Sociocultural Theory

TESOL

Teaching English to Speakers of Other Languages

UG

Universal Grammar
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Chapter 1- Introduction
This study focused its primary research interests on students‘ engagement with
learning a second language within an Australian educational context and their learning
preferences. The students who participated in this research formed two main cohorts:
1) East Asian students studying English as a second language (ESL) in ELICOS centres,
and 2) Australian university students studying languages other than English (LOTE).
The specific concerns of the study were to examine the language learning preferences
of the participants, to analyse any changes in the participants‘ learning preferences as
they progress with language learning, to investigate what aspects of the participants‘
prior learning experience impact on their current language learning and to consider
how any differences in the participants‘ language learning goals and experiences may
impact on their responses to language learning.
It has to be noted that the researcher is aware of the difference that some researchers
and teachers of languages see in the terms ―second‖, ―foreign‖ and ―additional‖
languages. However, for the purpose of this study, the term ―second language‖ (L2) is
used throughout this work in the sense defined by UNESCO, namely ―a language
acquired by a person in addition to his [sic] mother tongue‖ (as cited in Cook, 2008, p.
12).
This chapter begins by outlining the research background, the statement of the
problem, the aims and the significance of the study. It also addresses the focus of the
research, the limitations of the study and briefly introduces the content of each
chapter.

Background to the Study
The construction of an educational system capable of preparing humanity to live
productively and meaningfully in this shifting world is one of the most essential and
critical responsibilities of a modern society (Griswold, 2008). In an increasingly
globalised world, numerous factors have emphasis on second language learning as a
part of educational practice has become particularly important. In the 21st century,
the demands of globalisation require citizens to be equipped in more than one
language through which they can have better access to modern knowledge, technology
and science and where they are better able to communicate with communities of
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different cultures and languages. Collings (2007) has shown that among the United
States population, there is a rising demand to know foreign languages and explore
other cultures beyond the national borders. By extension, this is also true for other
Western societies including Australia. Increasingly, voices can be heard similar to that
of Power‘s (2005) who insists that ―competence in at least two if not three languages
and the capacity to work effectively in multicultural teams should be the minimum
criteria for employment‖ (p. 43). Power (2005) notes that:
Our educational policy is increasingly shaped by global market
ideologies and demands, universities, ESL colleges and schools
compete for overseas students, the quality of education judged by
international standards. Education is now big business, our third
largest export (p. 39).
Such voices present the view that even though English has gained the status of a global
language, the learning of other languages should not be underestimated. In this
context, the present study of Australian and East Asian language learners has been
undertaken at a critical time of Australian educational expansion. Under such
circumstances, L2 educators need to have greater knowledge regarding learners‘
engagement with L2 learning in order to help students be successful language learners.
This study has attempted to explore students‘ interests, apprehensions, goals and
objectives while learning an L2 in order to inform researchers and teachers of the
critical sources of students‘ engagements with learning an L2 within the learning
context and from their own perspective. Similarly, policymakers and researchers
should cooperate with educators to help gain as much knowledge in this area as
possible. Therefore the present research also starts from the primary question: how do
students engage with second language learning?
A number of factors have been identified as influencing students‘ engagement with L2
learning. Characteristics of L2 learning such as cognitive and social aspects, individual
learner differences, affective issues, motivation, learning styles and learning strategies
have drawn much attention from researchers (see Chapter 2 for a more comprehensive
view of these aspects of study). Consequently, learner variables have become one of the
most significant domains of research in second language acquisition (Ellis, 2008).
In this study, emphasis is placed on exploring the gap in the understanding of L2
learning by highlighting learner preferences in particular contexts and under rapidly
changing learning conditions. The learners find themselves in a new era of globalised
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technological communication and a new culture of linguistic diversity. As will be
shown in the succeeding chapters, this study brings these issues into perspective
through a sociocultural theoretical framework. Moreover, as elaborated in the next
sections of this chapter, few studies have attempted to identify L2 learner engagement
at ELICOS centres in Australia, sites of significant social and economic importance to
Australia‘s future. Nor has much research regarding Australian students‘ engagement
with studying languages other than English (LOTE) at university level been conducted.
Therefore, this study‘s intention is to acquire as much information in these areas as
possible. From the point of view of the language teachers, the more knowledge they
accumulate, the more confident they become in creating a language learning
environment that will maximise the gains experienced by the students.

Aims and Significance of the Study
Currently, within L2 learning literature, there is a lack of substantial data-based
research. The gap in the literature reveals little on L2 students‘ engagement with
learning which would highlight the learning preferences of diverse students. Earlier
research (Hyland, 1993; Melton, 1990; Park, 2000, 2001; Reid, 1987; Stebbins, 1995;
Willing, 1988) is rather outdated in today‘s globalised learning environment, and
although it provides some insights into L2 learning preferences, it tends to be narrow
in scope by focusing mainly on perceptual learning style preferences. Furthermore, the
methodology used in the earlier studies is primarily quantitative and does not present
the richness that qualitative investigation can allow. Additionally, many existing
studies tend to overlook the reasons behind students‘ declared engagement – their
preferences. More to the point, based on these studies, it is difficult to know whether
the students had been exposed to varied learning environments and teaching
methodologies or whether their stated positions were based on constrained experience
or a limited set of choices.
An extensive review of the literature on the learning preferences of L2 students also
revealed a limited amount of research on determining the learning preferences of
ELICOS students studying in Australia. Not much is known either about the language
learning preferences of Australian students studying languages other than English
(LOTE). Kumaravadivelu (2003) points out that many cultural stereotypes occur due
to very limited research in the area of comparative studies in L2 learning by particular
―native speakers of English learning an L2 (for example Arabic, Chinese, Japanese)
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and Asian students learning English as their L2‖ (p. 713). Therefore, the aims of this
study are to explore the engagement with L2 learning of East Asian ESL students and
Australian LOTE students in an Australian context by highlighting their learning
preferences. Specifically, the study is concerned with identifying and describing the L2
learning preferences of the participants, analysing any changes in their learning
preferences as they progressed with their language learning, investigating any impact
of the participants‘ prior learning experiences on their current language learning, and
examining the influences of the participants‘ language learning goals and experiences
on their responses to language learning.
This study is based on the perspective of the sociocultural approach in L2 learning
which, among others, takes the position that the nature of L2 learning embraces whole
language, including the paralinguistic, social, cultural and kinesic features. These
should be learnt by the person as a whole, including not just the cognitive sphere, but
also the affective domain and in connection with other knowledge (among others:
Johnson, 2001, 2004; Lantolf, 2000; Lantolf & Poehner, 2008; Lantolf & Thorne,
2006, 2007; Vygotsky, 1962, 1978). This paradigm also stresses the importance of
considering learning within a holistic understanding of the student, their action and
their surrounding learning environment. Researchers using a sociocultural theoretical
framework (among others: Lantolf, 2000, 2006; Lantolf & Poehner, 2008; Lantolf &
Thorne, 2006, 2007; Wells, 1999, 2001, 2002b, 2009; Wells & Ball, 2008, Sullivan,
2000) maintain that in order to teach L2 effectively, educators must first identify the
learners in the learning environment by meeting their goals, perceptions and
evaluations of the languages they have studied. The appropriateness of a learning task
to the student offers the framework within which that student performs. This way of
looking at thinking and learning implies that the student has to be convinced of the
benefits of learning an L2 and that the learning decision is determined not only by the
student‘s learning encounters in context, but also with regard to the practicality of the
learning decision. Explicitly, the way a student organises and scrutinises their ongoing
cognitive activity is determined by how they think about their efforts and assess
achievement.
One purpose of the present study is to create among educators a greater awareness of
the complexities of students‘ engagements with learning and their learning preferences
in order to develop and use more suitable L2 teaching approaches. With a better
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understanding and clarity of the complexities of student learning, educators can create
a more conducive learning environment for L2 students and facilitate their reaching
their full potential.
Moreover, this research contributes to the theoretical advancement of the field and
provides the basis for the design of more effective educational L2 learning experiences
in an array of settings. In particular, by exploring variations in preferences of L2
learners, highlighting the relationship between L2 learning and other aspects of the
learners‘ experience, and investigating the language learning goals and experiences
that impact on the L2 learning decisions, the research contributes to the development
and application of theoretical principles for L2 learning in both ELICOS and university
settings. These contributions to the growth of knowledge of students‘ engagement with
L2 learning will in turn enhance the students‘ L2 learning experiences and encourage
them to extend their skills and knowledge.

Research Questions and Approach
As already stated, the aim of this study is to explore students‘ engagement with
learning an L2 in an Australian context, highlighting their preferences in learning. In
order to achieve this aim and to fulfil the purpose of this study, the following specific
research questions were formulated:
How do the East Asian ESL students and the Australian LOTE students in this study
describe their language learning preferences?
To what extent do the East Asian ESL students perceive any changes in their language
learning preferences, attitudes and behaviour since coming to Australia?
To what extent do the Australian LOTE students perceive differences in their language
learning preferences, attitudes and behaviour as they progress with their language
learning?
To what extent do differences in the East Asian ESL students‘ and Australian LOTE
students‘ language learning goals and experiences impact on their response to
language learning?
To answer these questions, the study adopted different research methods which
allowed discovering different aspects in the data. Hence, the quantitative data
complemented the qualitative data in forming the hypotheses and hermeneutics on
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which the research analyses and explanations were established. This combination of
methods enables the research questions to be addressed with both breadth and depth
and allows each to compensate for the limitations of the other. A quantitative study
was conducted first, obtaining questionnaire data from the L2 students. A qualitative
study was subsequently conducted, involving interviews with selected students drawn
from the same group of students who were involved in answering the questionnaire.
Interviews were then conducted with the L2 teachers. The quantitative data were
analysed using the SPSS Program in order to ascertain statistically significant results
based on the research questions. The qualitative data were categorised by the
questionnaire categories and additional theme categories using the edited style
transcriptions of audio-taped interviews. To be more specific, the interviews' oral
expressions were rendered into readable written style that faithfully represented the
intended meanings of the participants. Then, the most exemplar passages from the
participants‘ interviews quotes were compared with the results from the questionnaire
analysis.

Limitations of the Study
There were three main limitations to this study, as discussed below.
First, it is reasonable to assume that the groups and sub-groups involved in the study
may not be a true representation of L2 learners in ELICOS centres and universities
throughout the country. This limits the generalisability regarding the specific findings
on how this sample preferred to learn their L2, which may not be taken as being
indicative of some ‗benchmark‘ appropriate to other similar situations. Nevertheless,
the students in this study covered a broad range of cultural and educational
experiences and backgrounds, and their responses were sufficiently varied to provide a
sound basis for coding.
Second, the use of a variety of assessment tools for examining preferences makes it
difficult to make any substantial comparisons between the findings reached in the
present study and those that have been reported in the literature using different
protocols.
Finally, as with all questionnaire-based surveys, there is a possibility that not all
questions were answered with due care. Reluctance, resistance and time constraints
may have influenced some of the participants when responding to the questionnaire.
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Similarly, one cannot rule out the possibility that during the interviews, some
participants may have given the answers that they felt were right, although the
researcher made it very clear that they were not being cross-examined or tested, and
that honest, open answers were acceptable and expected.
Despite the limitations, it is hoped that this thesis will shed some light onto the East
Asian and Australian students‘ engagement with L2 learning in an Australian context
and that it will spur further and larger research in this area so that a closer connection
may be established between academia and the practitioners in the field.

Outline of the Thesis
This thesis consists of eight chapters including this Introduction. The background to
the study, the main aim of the study with its objectives, the focus of the study with its
limitations and a short outline of the thesis are presented in this chapter.
Chapter Two consists of a review of a selection from the literature in the field and it
demonstrates the changing views on how individuals learn. It gives particular attention
to the literature with reference to the application of sociocultural theory in L2 learning
and teaching. This chapter provides a rationale for understanding the current
investigation focus within a sociocultural perspective of educational theory.
Chapter Three outlines the framework for this study and develops the theoretical
justification on which the interpretation of the current findings rests. It explains
Vygotsky‘s ideas as the precursor of activity theory and the re-interpretations,
extensions and new directions pursued by Leont‘ev and his followers. This chapter
elaborates on the tenets of both the theories and the application to the setting of the
current research.
Chapter Four contains a detailed description of and the rationale for the methodology
and research process used to address the research aims. It presents the research
framework, the method of sample selection data collection technique and the data
analysis plan.
Chapters Five, Six and Seven elaborate on the findings of the investigation undertaken.
In these chapters, the major findings from the questionnaire survey and the interviews
are drawn together in relation to the research objectives. Chapter Five presents the
data from each information source and presents the overall L2 learning preferences of
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the respondents. Moreover, it reveals socio-cultural issues among studied groups.
Chapter Six discusses the data shown in Chapter Five from the viewpoint of selfperceived changes in learning preferences as the participants progress with their L2
learning. Chapter Seven analyses the data obtained in Chapter Five from the
perspective of the influences of the students‘ language learning goals and experiences
on their engagement with L2 learning and language learning preferences.
Chapter Eight discusses the results of the present study in light of prior research and
theoretical perspectives and in the order of the posed research questions. Some
conclusions are drawn and recommendations put forward in relation to the
contribution this study can make to the body of work on students‘ engagement with L2
learning. Finally, some implications for further research are presented.
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Chapter 2 – Literature Review
Introduction
One of the purposes of this chapter is to consider the rationale behind the review of a
selection from the literature. It also provides fundamental views on learning and their
repercussions for L2 learning and teaching. Through changing views on how
individuals learn, attention is given to the literature which offers arguments with
reference to the application of sociocultural theory in L2 learning and teaching. These
provide a rationale for understanding the current investigation focus within a
sociocultural context of education. A more detailed examination of sociocultural theory
follows in Chapter Three.

Rationale behind the Literature Review
There are three main driving forces for this particular literature review. The first one is
the researcher‘s reflexivity. Reflecting upon the views on language learning positions
the researcher in the field and grants her an understanding and uniformity which will
inform her vision regarding L2 learning and teaching. It is the researcher‘s hope that
the findings will not be taken for granted, but the reader will view them through the
scope of the reviewed literature. In the process of reviewing the literature, it was found
that the theoretical underpinnings of L2 learning and teaching, the systematisations of
theories, as well as held viewpoints and perspectives are all rather contentious.
Therefore, the knowledge on this subject is structured here in a way that is most
understandable to the researcher. It is also structured so that it will be helpful for
reporting the subsequent findings from this study in reference to this section.
The second driving force is associated with the belief that the participants of this
research, the teachers and students, carry with them their own individual assumptions
of how a language is learned. L2 teachers undertook training that may have included
the theories outlined in this chapter; moreover, teachers also may draw on their own
familiarity of L2 learning as students. Students have the ability to understand an L2 in
response to countless influences, and in the midst of these influences is a response to
societal discussions on how language is learned. L2 teachers, together with many other
interlocutors, serve as an example of these types of debates. From the researcher‘s
angle, it is remarkable to observe how the theories, views, and perspectives described
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in this chapter are endorsed in these debates and consequently in the attention
students give to learning an L2.
The third driving force is that the aim of this research is to stay updated and to join in
the exchange of ideas that currently exists in L2 learning research. This chapter
presents the researcher‘s understanding and rendering of these conversations. It is
believed that it will assist the reader to comprehend the place that this research
attempts to find in the literature discourses.

Learning Theories and their Applications to L2 Learning
The presence of many learning theories in the literature only confirms the complexity
of the learning process, and as new ways of viewing human cognition are discovered,
new learning theories develop. An effort to have strict categorisation of learning
theories in general, and L2 learning theories in particular, is difficult because
classifications may overlap. However, based on fundamental orientation to learning
and as in many other disciplines, L2 learning has been influenced in its history by four
fundamental views on knowledge and learning: empiricist (or behaviourist), rationalist
(or cognitivist), pragmatist (or social & situational, or sociocultural) and humanist
(Merriam & Caffarella, 1991). The next paragraphs will examine more closely the first
three views on knowledge and learning (behaviourist, rationalist and sociocultural) as
they are closely related to the students‘ way of L2 learning, engagement and
preferences described in this study.
Empiricists stress input and output in learning; in other words, they look at learning as
a transformation in behaviour that is observable. Rationalists are concerned
particularly with intake – a mental process which is not directly observable and which
occurs amidst the observable processes (i.e. perception, memory, learning inference,
concept formation etc.). That is, rationalists view learning as a transformation in
mental relations that is not openly observable, but is expected in view of the fact that
the mechanism is innate and comparable with all existing living beings. Pragmatists
and those who follow a socio-historic school perceive learning as a transformation in
activity as a result of an individual‘s communication and interaction with the
environment. Humanists regard learning as a personal act that develops cognition and
allows for accomplishments of a person‘s potential.
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Empiricist perspectives were mostly developed from behaviourist theories, introduced
in the United States by John B. Watson early in the twentieth century and particularly
by B. F. Skinner in the 1950s. According to behaviourist theories, language should be
treated simply as one of the human behaviours (verbal behaviour), a part of general
human intelligence that is learned and which functions through stimulus-response
mechanisms. Furthermore, behaviourism depends on the reinforcement of learner
behaviour. Performance is therefore an essential requirement for learning. The teacher
must, however, be in full control of learner behaviour in order to provide appropriate
positive and negative feedback. These notions specify that knowledge is allowed to flow
in one direction only, from the knowledgeable authority (teacher), or from the
instructional setting, to the passive learner. An empiricist environment usually
involves a teacher-centred, lecture-based method of instructional procedure and
entails the idea that learning takes place passively. In the field of L2 learning, this view
favours repetition and memorisation pattern practice in drill-oriented audio-lingual
exercises (Hadley, 2001; Mitchell & Myles, 2004; Richards & Rodgers, 2002).
Empiricist concepts have also recently been applied to connectionist theories that are
at this stage still being carried out carefully and believed to be too novel for widespread
practical use in L2 teaching (Collings, 2007; Mitchell & Myles, 2004).
Rationalism developed in reaction to behaviourism and was mainly influenced by the
work of Chomsky and his attack on the tenets of Skinner (Johnson, 2004; Mitchell &
Myles, 2004). Regarding second language methodology, rationalist perspectives had a
powerful effect in at least two leading directions. The first direction was represented by
the theory of Universal Grammars, or UG, which was developed by Noam Chomsky
and his followers. Chomsky placed linguistics as a branch of cognitive psychology and
proposed that every human being possesses an innate (genetically-determined)
‗language acquisition device‘ (LAD) that is a special mechanism through which a child
learns the first language (L1). L2 proficiency, as indicated by Chomsky‘s theory, is
gained through the intentional study of grammar rules, which by their fundamental
nature are universal across languages (Chomsky, 2000). Such understanding of the
language learning process in the domain of L2 education generated the so-called
cognitive-code method (Collings, 2007; Hadley, 2001; Johnson, 2004; Mitchell &
Myles, 2004; Richards & Rodgers, 2002), which is valuable to this study because of its
claims. These are as follows:
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Effective language learning, as in any other cognitive activity, is meaningful and
involves relating and anchoring new information to relevant established entities in
cognitive structures. In other words, new knowledge is acquired via old knowledge. Old
knowledge for L2 learners is conceptualised as their knowledge of L1 structure and
developing knowledge of the essential structure of the L2.
Language learning is an active intelligent, rule-seeking, problem-solving process that
develops through the construction and application of a system of rules. These rules
allow the speaker to create innovative utterances never heard before. It would take too
long, the cognitivists argue, along with Chomsky, to learn language through a process
of stimulus-response. Learners must understand and analyse grammar rules to
develop their competence as a basis for performance. Its purpose is to enhance the
same sorts of abilities that native speakers possess.
The second direction and powerful influence of rationalism on L2 methodology was
denoted by the area of acquisition methods of language learning. Regarding
acquisition, the L2 can be acquired naturally, rather than be learned, in particular
environments that are akin to the environments of a child learning the L1. In the 1980s
one of the most prominent among those preferring the acquisitionist view of learning
was probably Krashen‘s ‗natural approach‘ (Krashen & Terrell, 1983). This approach
underpinned its principles of language learning by the notion of communication and
concentrated on teaching communicative abilities and by predominantly seeing
language as a set of messages that can be understood. It portrayed language learning as
being a natural process, not as a result of consciously studying grammar rules, but due
to understanding comprehensive input and then filling in the gaps by using grammar
rules (Krashen, 2004). Therefore, the main difference between Chomsky‘s and
Krashen‘s views was divergence whether L2 grammar rules are learned consciously by
using existing knowledge in relation to how the L1 works, or unconsciously as the
outcome of input that is comprehensible, or in other words, suitable for the student‘s
L2 proficiency level. The acquisition methods of language learning also emphasise that
acquisition can take place only in the presence of certain affective conditions (Krashen,
1982, 1985, 2003). These affective conditions are associated with the learner‘s
emotional state which can act as a filter either permitting or hindering input that is
necessary for language acquisition (Krashen, 1982, 1985, 2003). ‗Affective filter‘

12

Chapter 2 – Literature Review
operates well when the learner is motivated, self-confident, and has a low level of
anxiety (Krashen, 1982, 1985, 2003).
As far as theories of L2 acquisition are concerned, both cognitive and acquisitionist
views were frequently portrayed as sharing three features that are important to
highlight in this study. Before anything else, they required a hierarchical structure of
order in knowledge acquisition: while a lower level of knowledge is practised, the
learner is prepared to shift to the next, higher level (Hadley, 2001; Richards &
Rodgers, 2002). One of the most outstanding visible marks of rationalist influence in
L2 acquisition was the proficiency-oriented method which proposed numerous levels
of learner proficiency in the same tasks. Thus, this method involved the recycling of
tasks or other learning items on different levels of hierarchy to ensure that learners
have repeated chances to learn them. Another feature of the rationalist theory was
associated with the cultural aspects of language learning. While cognitivists and
acquisitionists took cultural aspects into consideration in language learning, they
regarded text and context as independent units (Ochs & Schieffelin, 1995). Finally, they
considered learners as individuals, not as members of particular groups, hence
approving the conception of an abstract model of a native speaker (Gumperz & Hymes,
1986).
An over-emphasis on grammatical structure was challenged by the communicative
approach to language learning, which adopted the concept of communicative
competence from advance in sociolinguistics (Hadley, 2001; Mitchell & Myles, 2004;
Richards & Rodgers, 2002). The concept of communicative competence (Hymes,
1972), developed from Chomsky‘s ―grammatical competence‖, covered a wider scope
by focusing more on the social or functional sources of language. The communicative
approach also complemented the Input, or Comprehension Hypothesis, proposed by
Krashen (1982), with an output hypothesis (production of language with a focus of
meaning) supporting communication from the beginning stages of L2 learning. One of
the main principles of the communicative approach was that language is learned best
through the negotiation of meaning in task-based interaction with others.
Communicative language teaching classroom procedures are usually composed of
group activities, language games, and role plays; yet these activities and the ways in
which they are used are not exclusive to communicative classrooms. Richards (2002a)
explained that the communicative approach may have survived into the new
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millennium because it refers to a diverse set of rather general and uncontroversial
principles, and it can be interpreted in many different ways and used to support a wide
variety of classroom procedures. Richards summarised the principles of the
communicative approach as follows (p. 5):
 The goal of language learning is communicative competence.
 Learners learn a language through using it to communicate.
 Authentic and meaningful communication should be the goal of classroom
activities.
 Fluency and accuracy are both important dimensions of communication.
 Communication involves the integration of different language skills.
 Language is a gradual process that involves trial and error.
The communicative approach is not a single method; it is to a certain extent a point of
reference that can be adapted to practically any method, including cognitive and
acquisitionist. Due to its social structure the communicative approach is most closely
related to sociocultural approaches (Collings, 2007). These will be discussed in the
following section.
Pragmatist or sociocultural views on knowledge and learning included both social
interaction and where that interaction takes place. Socioculturalists promoted learning
as occurring during social interaction with others, either by participants undertaking
an activity or observing others engaging in that activity. Sociocultural approaches
emphasised the importance of culture and context in understanding and the creation
of meaning.
In Britain in the 20th Century, the highly regarded social and economic anthropologist
Raymond Firth (1901-2002) was, like his colleague Malinowski, interested in the
relationship between culture and language. As discussed in the tributes to Firth by
Huntsman (2003) and Ortiz (2004), Firth argued that language must be studied at all
levels in its situational context and with an emphasis on meaning. The text, or corpus
of utterances, must be studied in its linguistic environment or context, that is, in
relation to surrounding linguistic items, and in situational context, more specifically, in
relation to non-verbal constituents such as persons, objects and events. Halliday (1978,
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1985), influenced by Firth, advanced his own theory of systematic functional grammar,
which stresses how the different systems of language interact in the entire context of
language in collaboration with the social and cultural features. In doing so, Halliday
took a broader perspective than Chomsky and attempted to remedy the Chomskyan
theory perceived inability to account for the influence of the social and cultural
environment on the semantic features of language. Moreover, Halliday also tried to
separate universal aspects of language, such as notions and functions, from those
aspects which are particular to a given language, such as the grammatical forms used
to express these. He also argued that meaning cannot be separated from form.
The introduction of Halliday‘s theory saw a new focus take place in linguistics — on the
sociocultural aspects of language. Social and cultural interaction shaped the realisation
of meaning, and the sociocultural focus emphasised this point. Meanwhile, the
emergence of other sociolinguistic theories took different approaches to the
interpretation and structure of meaning in language. Such approaches included
pragmatics (Oller, 1970), discourse analysis (Sinclair & Coulthard, 1975), and speech
act theory, which endeavoured to further explain the interpersonal, culture-bound and
communicative roles and applications of language. This was achieved by concentrating
on the non-syntactic aspects of language higher than the sentence level.
These notions found an application in the communicative approaches where Hymes
(1972) asserted that knowledge of the structure of the language (Chomsky‘s
competence) is only one aspect of language use, because this approach ignores the
equally vital knowledge of when, where, and how to speak in different contexts
(communicative competence). These choices were influenced by cultural and social
factors such as the prevailing group dynamics, including the relationship between
interlocutors, and role expectations as well as the non-verbal dimensions of discourse.
These non-verbal factors included gestures, use of space, eye contact, artefacts such as
clothing and ornamentation, conventions, and the use of touch in interaction, to
mention only a few.
As evidenced by the above exposition, sociocultural approaches crossed cognitive and
behavioural theory borders, since they took into account both attention (behaviour)
and memory (cognition). This in fact illustrates the difficulties of trying to firmly
categorise learning theory.
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Continuing research carried out by Halliday (1993) and his colleagues, as well as by
followers of the Vygotskian approach, has complemented the development of the
sociocultural aspects of L2 learning. The work of these two theorists (Vygotsky and
Halliday) combined, continues to enhance the current understanding of the interaction
of culture, society and the individual, and the corresponding function of language. For
more than three decades, Halliday‘s work in L1 acquisition has been integrated into the
research on L2 acquisition and language practice. Only recently, however, have second
language acquisition (SLA) researchers and theorists realised the significance of
Vygotsky‘s work to the field (Lantolf, 1994, 2000, 2002b, 2004; Lantolf & Apple, 1994;
Lantolf & Thorne, 2006, 2007; Lantolf & Poehner, 2008).
The approach that Vygotsky as well as his colleagues and followers took regarding
learning and mental development is known as Sociocultural Theory. Sociocultural
Theory (SCT) views human mental functioning as a mediated process that is organised
by cultural artefacts, activities, and concepts (for example: Alanen, 2003; Lantolf,
2000, 2002b, 2004; Lantolf & Thorne, 2006, 2007; Lantolf & Poehner, 2008; Ratner,
2002). Within this notion, human beings are perceived as users of existing cultural
artefacts and inventors of new ones that permit them to regulate their biological and
behavioural activity. Language use, structure and organisation are the most important
types of mediation (Lantolf, 2000; Lantolf & Thorne, 2006, 2007; Lantolf & Poehner,
2008). Understanding the concepts of SCT is essential for this study as they serve as
key sources for understanding the current sociocultural context under investigation.
Therefore, any emerging issues which are associated with SCT will be discussed further
in Chapter 3 in greater detail.
As shown above, numerous influential learning theories and approaches are contained
within the three major groups (behaviourist, rationalist and sociocultural). Once again,
the purpose of quoting them here is to explain the researcher‘s basic understanding
and interpretation of debates within the L2 learning domain as well as in light of a
broader scope of knowledge and learning and to provide the reader with an
understanding of the present research position among these views.
As evidenced by the provided above argument, no clear-cut boundaries exist between
viewpoints and perspectives on L2 learning. In general, there are mixtures of different
conceptions of L2 learning and of L2 education. While reading literature associated
with various ontological and epistemological views in the field of language education,
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the researcher attempted to specify threads of debates that can be positioned around
these mixtures of conceptions. Individuals who present similar points of view on
knowledge and learning basically build on one another, attempting to advance their
model and, in doing so, assess its validity from an old perspective and its use with new
ones. Criticism and disagreement, based on the researchers‘ observations, frequently
occur in debates when individuals represent conflicting perspectives on the nature of
knowledge and learning. For instance, conflicting perspectives commonly include
cognitivist versus sociocultural and positivist against interpretive. There is also
criticism and argument on the method of inquiry, particularly when individuals detect
theories as being interpreted inaccurately with respect to specific practices. These
dynamics will assist the researcher in contributing to the debates by conducting this
research. The debate is predominantly centred on sociocultural perspectives due to the
researcher‘s interest in their application in the sphere of L2 learning and teaching.

Debates Regarding the Feasibility of the Sociocultural
Perspective in L2 Learning and Teaching
There were several debates in the literature regarding the feasibility of including
sociocultural perspectives in L2 learning and teaching. The readers were able to closely
follow especially two prominent threads of debate followed 1) socioculturalists
disputing ―others‖ – mentalists, cognitivists, and acquisitionists; and 2) researchers
who shared common views grounded in sociocultural perspectives, including old and
new interpretations of the phenomena of learning and development that fit into varied
viewpoints of various branches (Collings, 2007). The aim of this section is to explain
how these debates are understood by the researcher and how they are placed within
current research.

Thread One: Sociocultural Perspectives versus Others
The social turn in second and foreign language learning and teaching developed in
reaction to, or an alternative to, rationalist and empiricist perspectives and is well
articulated in the following quotation: ―From focusing on the abstract grammar system
and treating learners as a bundle of psychological reflexes, we have begun to treat
learners as complex social beings‖ (Canagarajah, 2004, p. 117).
Various debates that were fit in the category of ―sociocultural views versus those of
others‖ vary from constructing opposition to looking for some common ground leading
to integration. As previously mentioned, several conflicting discussions came from
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contradictory perspectives on the nature of knowledge in the broad-spectrum
phenomenon of language, and ―what it means to be scientific‖. For instance,
mentalists, led by Chomsky, generally did not consider the sociocultural perspective as
scientific due to its focus on parole (speech) and not langue (grammar). In the
mentalists‘ perception, only grammar was prominent in the understanding of language
as a phenomenon. Furthermore, cognitivists were confident in the positivist notion
that the world is understood through investigation of abstract universal sets of laws,
while the sociocultural explanatory tradition was inclined to presume the existence of
numerous phenomena that can only be explained and illuminated through local
contexts.
A good example of a debate that evolved along these lines was the exchange between
Jane Zuengler, Elizabeth R. Miller and Kent Hill in the 2006 TESOL Quarterly. The
magazine‘s special 40th anniversary issue contained an article entitled Cognitive and
Sociocultural Perspectives: Two Parallel SLA Worlds? in which Zuengler and Miller
(2006) acknowledged the existence of conflicting ontologies in L2 learning. They
contended that ―the traditional positivist paradigm is no longer the only prominent
paradigm in the field: Relativism has become an alternative paradigm‖ (p. 35). Yet,
they agreed that discussions of various ideological views on language learning confirm
a healthy and inspiring state for deeper reflections on all sides, including the cognitive
and sociocultural viewpoints.
Hill (2006) responded to this article by arguing for developing a sociocognitive theory
in SLA by ―correcting‖ the ―false mind/body distinction‖ (p. 819) that began, he wrote,
as far back as Descartes and which he said has been responsible for separate
conceptions of the cognitive and the sociocultural. He then discussed the need for
commensurability among the sociocultural and cognitive perspectives, and explained
how the two might be brought conceptually together through ―the advantages of the
sociocognitive approach [which] reveal how it offers the best of both worlds‖ (p. 819).
He criticised the authors (Zuengler & Miller) for their failure to ―explicitly call for a
shift in SLA from a first to second-generation cognitive paradigm‖ (p. 822) and
asserted that the authors ―might argue that the cognitive perspective will continue to
dominate its parallel SCT world‖ (p. 823).
Zuengler and Miller replied to Hill‘s criticism, stating that his essay is actually not
(contrary to what he declares) ―a response to Zuengler and Miller‖ (p. 826). They
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further stated that the main purpose of their article was ―to identify and discuss what
[they] considered several major developments in SLA‖ (p. 826), and not to predict the
future as far as sociocultural versus cognitive perspectives are concerned. Moreover,
these authors claimed that their contention is not primarily seen between cognitivists
and socioculturalists, but more precisely as an extending segregation in ontological
positions (i.e. relativism versus positivism).
Another example of this kind of debates was a recent exchange between Marysia
Johnson Gerson and Jan Hulstijn in The Canadian Modern Language Review. In her
Philosophy of Second Language Acquisition, Johnson Gerson (2004) proposed a
―dialogical approach to second language acquisition‖(p.101) that builds on the concepts
of Mikhail Bakhtin and Lev Vygotsky as another option to ―cognitivist and linguistic
views‖(pp. 4, 25). Following the assumptions of sociocultural theory, Johnson Gerson
promoted the viewing of the development of L2 potential as ―the process of becoming
an active participant in the target language culture‖,(p .179) and declared that ―the
participation metaphor should replace, not complement, the existing acquisition
metaphor‖(p. 179).
Hulstijn presented a review of Johnson Gerson‘s book, expressing its significance in
the following statement:
The author [Johnson Gerson] chooses a confrontational approach,
demanding the replacement of what she calls linguistic and cognitive
theories of SLA. But one cannot legitimately reject other theories without
proposing a testable alternative theory. Good ideas alone do not suffice
to form a scientific theory; one must respect the scientific game and its
rules (Hulstijn, 2004, p. 278).
Johnson Gerson‘s riposte to this criticism clarified that her genuine intent was not ―to
dismiss existing theories, but to show cognitive and experimental biases in SLA theory
and practice‖ (p. 281), as well as to contribute to the development of ―a more
comprehensive framework that attempts to unite the two major scientific traditions –
cognitive and sociocultural‖ (p. 281). While recognising the difficulty of the task due to
these totally opposing views, she believes it to be a worthwhile undertaking as varying
traditions of thought and research should benefit SLA (Johnson Gerson, 2004).
Another long standing argument had been conducted between James Lantolf and
Kevin Gregg, roughly from 1993 through to 2002. This disagreement entailed
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analogous concerns: While Lantolf was attempting to present a social and post-modern
point of reference to L2 learning, Gregg was unconvinced as to the legitimacy of such
approaches. The resentment of their debates was well depicted by the titles of their
individual articles: Taking explanation seriously; or, let a couple of flowers bloom
(Gregg, 1993), SLA theory building: „Letting all the flowers bloom!‟ (Lantolf, 1996), A
theory for every occasion: postmodernism and SLA (Gregg, 2000), Commentary
from the flower garden: responding to Gregg, 2000 (Lantolf, 2002a), and A garden
ripe for weeding: a reply to Lantolf (Gregg, 2002).

Thread Two: Interest in Sociocultural Practices
Sociocultural practices are usually associated with significant social characteristics of
humankind such as knowledge and action, with a noticeable connection between
culture and language. Within the sociocultural tradition, it is now acceptable to
differentiate among older and newer concepts of culture. The older concept of culture
considered values, norms, beliefs, attitudes and other psychological paradigms as
fixed, not mobile, being present in the culture and influencing cultural performance
that is understandable and defined as a noun. This older concept of culture was usually
credited to Hymes (1962) when he separated sociocultural perspectives into groups of
―older‖ and ―newer‖, following the link of sociolinguistic effects on qualitative research
in education. It is necessary to point out here that in covering a wider theoretical
scope, these perspectives can be presented as ―static‖ (or ―unitary‖) while discussing
the older concept of culture and ―dynamic‖ and attributed to Edward Tylor (1871) and
Karl Marx as their originators while talking about its newer views (Collings, 2007).
The newer perspective on culture states that sense and cultural practices, psychological
constructs and societal categories (such as race, class and gender) do not statically
exist, but are being continuously constructed and reconstructed in the hybridity of
everyday life. This concept had its roots in the works of Rosaldo and was dispersed
among many authors who in many different ways were connected with such
sociocultural perspectives on knowledge and learning as ―new literacy and cultural
studies, critical and feminist theory, discourse theories of Foucault, and the dialogic
framework of Bakhtin‖ (Collins, 2007, p. 12).
Through analysis of recent literature, it can be observed that there are several strands
of what could be generally defined as sociocultural influence in L2 learning and
teaching. The particular strands that the researcher followed are: 1) debates on the
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perception of culture and identity as consisting of an undivided whole, lasting,
foreseeable, and fixable in the mind through text and in stages, 2) debates concerning
rendering a native speaker‘s skills as an ideal model and end goal, and 3) debates on
present perspectives of diversity and multicultural education. These three prominent
debates are interconnected and build on each other. To separate them here is rather
contrived but serves the purpose of a more logical organisation of this chapter. In view
of these debates, fresh perspectives are being considered. The following section
contains discussion on the understanding of these debates, the new perspectives, and
how these new perspectives are appropriate for this research.

A Comment on Static and Unitary Perception of Culture and Identity
As a response to the emphasis placed on cultural knowledge in foreign language
learning and teaching, as promoted in the communicative approach, teachers and
textbook writers have endeavoured to 1) systematise contexts and teach them as
grammar rules, and 2) deliver cultural knowledge through providing information
about a particular country in a very monolithic and simplified way (Liddicoat, 2004).
With regard to the former, L2 learners were, for instance, taught ten ways of greeting
others or introducing themselves in place of ten ways of conjugating verbs. With the
latter, students learned cultural knowledge ―as either facts or artefacts‖ (Liddicoat,
2004, p. 52). This kind of ―cultural knowledge‖ was provided by textbook content
(Kramsch & McConnell-Ginet, 1992) and by ―older‖ concept of culture.
Unfortunately, delivering cultural knowledge as a codified package and/or facts and
artefacts from a specific target country was not the best way of accomplishing the goal
of social meaningfulness and this led to a lot of dissatisfaction and disappointment in
the nineties. However, in the meantime, the notion of culture was going through
immense transformations, influenced mainly by cultural and new literacy studies,
feminist and critical theories, conceptualisation of discourse in the works of Michael
Foucault, and dialogic approaches developed by Mikhail Bakhtin and his followers.
The ―new‖ perception of culture is seen not as being static and consisting of a single
undivided whole, but as being dynamic and changeable. This ―new‖ understanding of
culture alternates with the idea that humans employ certain practices in living their
lives. These practices vary within each culture and embody a framework with which
people organise and understand their social world and communicate with others
(Liddicoat, 2004). As such, cultural differences are not seen as country-specific in this
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context. They are seen as discourses within and across cultures. For example, what
could be analysed as differences in gender relationships in Australia and Japan under
the ―older‖ notion of culture would, under the ―new‖ notion of culture, be examined as
gender discourses within and across Australian and Japanese societies as they relate to
the categories of class, nationality or race, and power. In turn, these societal categories
are non-existent, being continually co-constructed by individuals in everyday life.
The concept of identity has always been soundly related to culture and language. Many
researchers (for example, Block, 2007; Holland, 2001; Liddicoat, 2003, 2004, 2005;
Norton, 2000) have offered a very thorough overview of identity in this regard. The
researchers discussed how individuals position themselves and are positioned by
others in response to the context of their learning. They explained that the notion of
identity previously treated culture and language as one of the knowledge systems
contributing to the holistic education of an individual. They also added that in
opposition to this unitary or ―western‖ view, cultural studies perceive identities rather
as ―cultural identities‖ that are shaped in relation to the leading structural
characteristics of society such as age, gender, religion, ethnicity, and sexual orientation
(Block, 2007; Holland, 2001; Liddicoat, 2004; Norton, 2000). In this context, different
people are seen as participants of different groups who, within their cultural group,
present themselves in multiple ways, each affecting how the self is presented in a
cultural context (Liddicoat, 2004). Today, therefore, similar to the concept of culture,
identity is being reconsidered as being dynamic and in flux owing to the enormous
diversity of dialogues, conventions, perceptions, resources and methodologies of the
self (Holland, 2001).
Increasingly often and more consistently, L2 researchers acknowledged that the notion
of culture in L2 learning is closely associated with the subject of identity. Canagarajah
wrote: ―What motivates the learning of the language is the construction of the
identities we desire and the communities we want to join in order to engage in
communication and social life‖ (2004, p. 117). Norton and Toohey in their introduction
to Critical Pedagogies and Language Learning set the theme by claiming that
language is not simply a means of expression, rather, it is a practice that
constructs, and is constructed by the ways language learners
understand themselves, their social surroundings, their histories, and
their possibilities for future (Norton & Toohey, 2004, p. 1).
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Conventional communicative approaches suggested studying a language by using ―a
foreign identity‖. For instance, while role playing, the learners were encouraged to
select an identity from a foreign culture, usually from the culture of the studied
language, in order to ―liberate‖ themselves from the constraints required by their
existing identity and to engage in play. Furthermore, Immersion programs reflected on
excluding the L1 from the L2 classroom as one of the most common practices.
However, work carried out more recently in these areas has presented new appraisals
of first L1 use, adult L2 play and matters of learner identity in L2 learning (Beltz,
2002a). Beltz (2002b), for instance, claimed that the language learner‘s identity is
actually hybrid in character and that the L1 may endow insight into how ―multicompetent language users inhabit and relate to a pluralistic, multilingual world‖ (p.
216).

A Comment on Idealising of the Native Speaker
Books such as those written by Medgyes (1994) and Braine (1999) and edited by
Mahboob (2010) have greatly contributed to the interest in the non-native speakers‘
positive role in the teaching of ESL, and by extension the interest in teaching LOTE by
non-native speakers. In building up her ideas about text as context, Kramsch (1992,
1997) pursued her argument against the ideal of a native speaker and idealised native
speaker norms in both language and culture. Paraphrasing Kramsch (1997), non-native
speaker teachers are endowed with the privilege of bilingualism. Their experience of
switching back and forth from their own language to the target one enhances their
understanding of the demands of the learning situation. Non-native speakers have
lived through the process of becoming bilingual and expressing themselves in different
languages. L2 learners will become speakers of L2, through which they will express
their own selves in a multilingual world that uses English (or any other language) as
the means of expression and as the instrument for interaction among people from
different cultures. Alptekin (2002) saw non-native L2 teachers as incorporators of
instructional material and activities which are embedded in local as well as
international contexts and are familiar and relevant to the language learners‘ lives.
Many researchers (for example, Alptekin, 2002; Liddicoat, 2004, 2005; Kramsch,
1997, 1999) emphasised that it is impossible to completely constrained one‘s origin and
that no language course can provide learners with a complete knowledge of the
sociocultural context of a foreign country. Moreover, native-likeness is not always
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desirable. The researchers explained that the goal is not to learn sociocultural contexts
inside out, but to understand that they are central to knowing the language (not
grammar rules). The teacher‘s goal then is not to set the ideal of a native speaker, but
to attempt to make learners more culturally sensitive.
Researchers (for example, Beltz, 2002a, 2002b; Cook, 2005; Kramsch, 1996) analysed
the notion of a native speaker as being illusory, since the knowledge base of the ―native
speaker‖ undergoes reorganisation of the moment they begin to learn an L2 or enter a
non-native speaking environment. They explained the phenomenon of idealising the
native speaker in foreign language instruction by the influence of modern rational
thought. Kramsch (1996), for example, observed that ―learners have to be addressed
not as deficient monoglossic enunciators, but as potentially heteroglossic narrators‖ (p.
8). Therefore, the text of the non-native speaker should be measured not only as
occurrences of grammatical and lexical articulation, or as conveying the thoughts of
the person who expresses them, but also as ―situated utterances‖ which take part in the
creation of continuation or debasement of specific cultural context (Kramsch, 1996).
Beltz (2002a, 2002b) argued further that if the L2 learners are measured against the
objective and unitary grammatical competence of a mono-competent native speaker,
they will always be seen as deficient communicators. Beltz (2002a) continued her
argument that this alleged deficiency is actually a deception formed by the perception
that L1 usage, or code-switching, in the L2 classroom is an indication of a lack of
grammatical and communicative competence. To support her claim, Beltz enumerated
many research studies which demonstrated that the use of the L1 in the L2 classroom
can be understood as an intentional communication strategy of multilingual speakers
– a strategy which L2 learners apply to support comprehension, group work, and
grammar clarification. Beltz (2002a) portrayed an L2 learner as a ―multi-competent
language user who carefully and consciously uses multiple linguistic codes not
necessarily for reasons of deficiency and failure, but rather to play, represent,
experiment, create, juxtapose, learn and grow‖ (p. 217).
Researchers currently see the concept of the ―native speaker‖ in L2 learning and
teaching as an important subject for re-conceptualisation. This issue has been
accentuated due to the recognition that the notion of native standard language (NSL) is
problematic in itself. Seen from a sociolinguistic angle, NSL is problematic as it fails to
account for the differences that exist in all languages and between the native speakers
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of those languages. For instance, the French language, which is spoken in Quebec,
French Polynesia, and Paris, differs significantly in each of these places; however, it is
still the French language. This concern became the theme of the volume edited by
Blyth (2003), The sociolinguistics of foreign-language classroom: Contributions of
the native, near-native and the non-native speaker. The author of the first article in
this volume, Train (2003), suggested that because of the problematic nature of NSL,
language teachers should make an effort to allow learners to develop a fuller
understanding of the complexities of the L2 they are learning through ―critical
language awareness‖. Another author in the same volume, Finger (2003), proposed
that L2 teachers should abandon the promotion of the native speaker as an ideal
example, and instead become ―cultural informants‖ who encourage learners and
teachers to access a wider range of cultural and linguistic informants while learning
language.
There is another way to view the notion of ―nativeness‖ which is accessible in the
literature devoted to the study of bilingualism. As encapsulated by Hamers and Blank
(2000), bilingualism is:
…the psychological state of an individual who has access to more than
one linguistic code as a means of social communication: the degree of
access will vary along a number of dimensions which are
psychological, cognitive, psycholinguistic, social psychological,
sociological, sociolinguistic, sociocultural and linguistic (p. 6).
Consequently, in view of the fact that it is impossible to attain equal proficiency in
every accessible language, those individuals who use more than one language can be
considered bilingual or

multilingual, despite their

level of

proficiency

or

circumstances. With regard to the current research, this would mean that all of the L2
students who participated in this study, regardless of their L2 level, could be
considered bilingual or multilingual individuals. Their knowledge of L2 can be viewed
as a means of social communication in L2 speaking communities focusing on
purposeful use rather than technical competence, and side-stepping the question of the
native-speaker standard.

A Comment on the Perspective of Diversity and Multicultural Education
Another debate that the researcher followed in the literature and viewed as being
essential to both the development and positioning of this study is on the views on
diversity and multicultural education in Australian and American societies, and how
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these views are interpreted in the practice of L2 learning and teaching. These debates
can be most directly linked with critical pedagogy that perceives the position of
education as a reflection of social order and as a catalyst of social change. According to
this perspective, teachers, while teaching, are faced with complex decisions concerning
justice, democracy and competing ethical claims. Although they must make individual
determinations of what to do in these particular circumstances, they also must
concurrently deal with what Goodlad (1994) termed the surrounding institutional
morality. As portrayed by Kincheloe (2004), critical pedagogy claims that even though
attempts are made to endorse diversity and multiculturalism, ―[p]roponents of critical
pedagogy understand that every dimension of schooling and every form of educational
practice are politically contested spaces which are shaped by history and challenged by
a wide range of interest groups‖ (p. 2).
Kubota (2004), in her Critical multiculturalism and second language education,
presented this issue in detail, distinguishing three views on multicultural education:
conservative, liberal, and critical. The conservative view supported a Euro-centric type
of thinking, declaring the European model to be a standard and measure for the rest of
the world, including those opposed to it. Liberal views mirrored the well-known
American ―melting pot‖ philosophy. This way of thinking has been established on
superficial perceptions of diversity in which all people are expected to agree, while
placing an emphasis on common humanity and on the natural equality of all across
race, class and gender. This argument has been asserted that there is only one race –
the human race, of which all differences are disregarded. The critical theory view
perceives culture as dialectical with many inherent concerns rather than as a logical,
consistent, and predictable system. It highlights that social change is required to
achieve social integrity and uniformity. Moreover, this outlook promotes multicultural
education not only for minority students who may want to increase their confidence
and sense of worth, but for all students.

This Study
The researcher‘s position on these debates is shaped by the central point and character
of this research of how an L2 is learned. A statement by Lantolf and Pavlenko (2001) is
very helpful in presenting this perspective:
We do not want to dispute the legitimacy of the scientific method and
its extensions into social sciences … However, we believe that there is

26

Chapter 2 – Literature Review
also much to be gained by considering the relevance of an alternative
approach to research – an approach sometimes referred to as the
hermeneutic tradition… (p. 141)
As stated in Chapter 1, the quantitative character of this study complements its
qualitative nature in forming the hypotheses and hermeneutics on which the research
analyses and clarifications were founded. Because of this and because the research
concentrates on individuals and groups of learners in the framework of social activity,
that is, L2 learning, it is classified in the sociocultural category. An understanding of
the complexity of the learners‘ engagement with the L2 learning phenomenon affords
this research direction in searching for the more complex and dynamic constructs of
learning. The dynamic component of the phenomenon is the students‘ activity – how
they engage with the learning task. In brief, this research is positioned within the
multiple perspectives of sociocultural theory as these perspectives equip the researcher
with the essential tools of analysis and provide a philosophy of expanding knowledge
of L2 learning.
If it is feasible to add another category of learning approach or learning conception it
would be an area of learning preferences. This would assist the comprehension of the
learning process in view of this research. Therefore, the next important paradigm to be
presented in this chapter is that of the learner‘s preferences of learning.

Learning Preferences
The study of psycholinguistics revealed that language acquisition is not a simple onedimensional process that can be applied to all learners. Language development is
perceived as a complex process of cognitive, social, cultural, psychological and
educational perspectives (Hartford, 1997; Lantolf, 2000, 2002b, 2004; Lantolf &
Thorne, 2006, 2007; Lantolf & Poehner, 2008; Ratner, 2002). As such, each learner
brings to the language class a unique set of beliefs, experiences, attitudes and
expectations (Bardovi-Harlig, 1997; Benson, 1991; Oxford & Anderson, 1995). From
the sociocultural perspective, through interacting with others, learner‘s beliefs,
experiences, attitudes and expectations are expanded and co-constructed, forming new
patterns of language learning that include new configurations of the language learning
mode and language learning preferences. As in this study, language learning
preferences take on a vital role, making an overview of the research and conception on
learning preferences essential.
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Learning Preferences Research
Studies on preferred classroom activities and procedures in the L2 literature appear to
have focussed on students‘ L2 preferred learning styles and beliefs the learners and
teachers have about language learning methodology or the students‘ preferred activity
types. In the next sections, some recent studies on learning style preferences and
learner preferences from the perspective of their beliefs will be outlined. Furthermore,
the expressions preferences or likes follow Spratt‘s (1999) usage of these terms in their
simplest description, which means that when learners prefer a particular activity, they
either enjoy it or find it useful.

Research on Learning Style Preferences
Many studies have been conducted on the cultural differences in the learning styles of
ESL students from various ethnic groups in the United States (see Nelson, 1995, p. 8;
Griggs & Dunn, 1996); however, there are far fewer studies on international student
populations. Reid's (1987) study was one of the first. She designed the Perceptual
Learning Style Preference self-reporting questionnaire (PLSP) for her study, which
―allowed ESL students to self-identify their preferred learning styles among six
categories: visual, auditory, kinaesthetic, tactile, group and individual learning‖ (Reid,
1998, p. 18). Melton (1990), Hyland (1993), Stebbins (1995) and Park (2000, 2001)
also used the PLSP questionnaire to replicate Reid‘s original study. All five studies
provided information regarding the learning styles of different cultural groups. Reid‘s
study was done in the United States and included native English speakers, while
Melton did her study with students in the People‘s Republic of China, and Hyland did
his with Japanese students in Japan and New Zealand. Park investigated perceptual
learning style preferences of Cambodian, Hmong, Lao, and Vietnamese students and
compared them with those of Western students. Stebbins replicated Reid‘s original
study more closely by doing hers in the United States and including native speakers.
All these studies were concerned in part with identifying the learning styles of different
language or cultural groups and found evidence that the different cultural groups had
different learning styles. Furthermore, they indicated that the students from nonWestern cultures preferred to work rather individually or in one large group than in
pairs or in small groups.
Learning style was also examined by Willing (1988) who investigated the learning
preferences of adult ESL learners enrolled in the Adult Migrant English Programmes
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(AMEP) in Australia. His study involved interviews with teachers and students as well
as the self-reported questionnaire with 517 students. The questionnaire contained 30
questions/statements to which participants could answer ―no‖, ―a little‖, ―good‖ and
―best‖. The results of Willing‘s study were summarised both in relation to specific
learning preferences, for instance, working in groups/pairs, involvement in role-play,
focus on grammar, etc., and to more general learning styles, defined as coherent
groups of preferences. The participants of his study demonstrated styles along a
variation in their responses from concrete, analytical, structure–-seeking (often
authority-oriented) to communication-oriented.
Willing‘s recommendations stressed the importance of weighting the needs of the
individual as a learner with the preferred learning style, and equally with the needs of
the individual considered as a language user with objective needs requiring specific
functional skills. This study involved participants from diverse cultural backgrounds;
however, it failed to acknowledge cultural issues which are important in recognising
the needs of individual learners in the Australian context of social and cultural settings.

Research on Preferred Activities from the Beliefs Perspective
Studies on preferred activities from the beliefs perspective appear to have focussed on
three areas: learners‘ opinions on their activity preferences, teachers‘ beliefs of
learners‘ preferred activities, and comparisons of learners‘ and teachers‘ activity
preferences (Bada & Okan, 2000; Barkhuisen, 1998; Kern, 1995; Malczewska, 1993;
Nunan, 1989; Peacock, 1998; Spratt, 1999). The studies in this area have revealed some
general learner beliefs and indicated that there is a divergence of opinion between the
students and their teachers regarding the learners‘ preferred activities with the
teachers‘ perceptions of what these preferences are (Barkhuisen, 1998; Kern, 1995;
Malczewska, 1993; Nunan, 1989; Peacock, 1998, Spratt, 1999).
Nunan‘s (1989) two Australian studies on ESL learners and teachers and Malczewska‘s
(1993) Australian study on ELICOS participants indicated little correlation between
teacher and learner viewpoints on ‗useful‘ classroom activities and practices. In
Nunan‘s and Malczewska‘s studies, the students ranked teacher error correction,
pronunciation practice, usefulness of grammar and vocabulary learning as being much
higher, and pair or group work, playing roles, listening to/using cassettes and focusing
on self-discovery of errors much lower than the teachers did. These two researchers
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suggested that teachers tend to favour ‗communicative‘ activities, whereas the learners
prefer ‗traditional‘ activities.
Kern‘s (1995) research conducted at the University of Berkeley compared learners‘
beliefs with those of their teachers using as a measure called the Beliefs About
Language Learning Inventory (BALLI) questionnaire designed by Horowitz (1985).
The findings of Kern‘s research were similar to Malczewska‘s (1993) and Nunan‘s
(1989) studies in the respect that they revealed discrepancies between the students‘
and the teachers‘ beliefs regarding L2 learning. A considerable mismatch was
especially noticed in a section of the questionnaire where the participants expressed
their beliefs about the nature of language learning. In this section, the learners ranked
the usefulness of pronunciation practice, learning grammar rules, translation and error
correction much higher than their teachers. Moreover, pedagogy (error correction,
cultural knowledge) and length of time needed to be fluent showed incongruity
between the learners and their teachers in Kern‘s research.
In South Africa, Barkhuisen (1998) surveyed ESL learners‘ perception of 15 classroom
activities and again reported ‗learners‘ resistance to participating in communicativetype activities and their preference for more ‗traditional‘ classroom work (p. 95). When
the researcher discussed the findings with the ESL teachers, they were often
astonished by ―the thoughts and feelings of their learners‖ (p. 102).
Peacock (1998) examined the beliefs that learners and teachers have about ‗useful‘
activities for EFL courses in Hong Kong University and measured to what extent these
beliefs correspond to each other. From the questionnaire and interviews of 158 EFL
students and 30 EFL teachers, Peacock‘s study reported a substantial discrepancy
between learner and teacher beliefs. For example, the students found it more useful to
learn grammar and ranked error correction much higher than the teachers. At the
same time, group work and pair work was rated much lower by the students than by
the teachers. In the final remarks of this study, Peacock suggested that students should
be given more autonomy in choosing what kind of classroom activities they want.
Further, he stated that students should be given more explanation about the reasons
for a particular activity, especially if an activity is less popular, like group work and
pair work.
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Another study conducted in Hong Kong was carried out by Spratt (1999) whose study
involved 997 EFL learners and 50 EFL teachers. Her study focused on gaining
information on the accuracy of teachers‘ beliefs about their learners‘ preferences as an
input to syllabus and material planning. The researcher enquired about 48 classroom
activities and measured the learners‘ preferred activities with the teachers‘ perceptions
of what those preferences were. The learners in her study rated activities, which Spratt
classified as ‗communicative‘ (working in small groups and pairs, taking part in roleplays, listening to and talking to classmates in English, giving oral presentations, etc.)
higher than learners in the studies carried out elsewhere (Barkhuisen, 1998;
Malczewska, 1993; Nunan, 1989; Peacock, 1998; Rao, 2002). Furthermore, the results
from the Spratt study revealed that the teachers generally undervalued these
preferences in L2 learning.
Different to Spratt‘s (1999) and consistent with Barkhuisen‘s (1998), Malczewska‘s
(1993), Nunan‘s (1989) and Peacock‘s (1998) results were findings revealed by Rao‘s
(2002) research. Rao examined students‘ perceptions of ‗communicative‘ and ‗noncommunicative‘ activities in EFL classrooms in China using a multi-method qualitative
research procedure. The participants of Rao‘s study were thirty Chinese students
majoring in English at a university and Rao found that most of the students preferred
non-communicative classroom activities to communicative ones. Students in Rao‘s
study described non-communicative activities as being useful and effective in
facilitating their L2 learning. As Rao stated, the participants seemed to hold some
misconception regarding communicative language teaching (CLT), claiming that this
method does not provide adequate grammar knowledge. Rao suggests that the cultural
context of the learner may have some influence on the learners‘ preferences as they are
built on the students‘ beliefs in particular surroundings. Rao‘s conclusion differed from
that of Horowitz (1999) who reviewed significant studies on learner beliefs across
different learner groups, aiming to identify the similarities and differences across
cultural groups. She found that there was great similarity across the beliefs about L2
learning of different cultural groups. However, in a later discussion on anxiety in the
L2 classroom, Horwitz (2008) claimed that some cultural groups seem to have more
anxious students than others. She stated, for example, that Korean students who learn
English are more anxious in comparison with American students who learn any foreign
language.
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Another study which measured the mismatch between the pedagogical agenda of the
teacher and that of the learner was conducted by Bada and Okan (2000) in Turkey.
The researchers in their study theorised that effective language learning requires
negotiation between the students and the teacher regarding their learning preferences
and teaching practices, respectively. Bada and Okan‘s study involved gathered
information from EFL university students and their teachers by means of a thirteenitem questionnaire, given in two forms, for the teacher and the students, and asking
essentially the same questions. The questions were adapted from Brindley‘s (1984)
needs analysis questionnaire. The research focused on the learners‘ preferences,
considering their needs for learning the language as Brindley did. The purpose of their
research was to determine the students‘ learning preferences and their teachers‘
awareness of these preferences. Their study showed a high correlation between the
teachers‘ and students‘ responses, indicating that the teachers were aware of their
students‘ learning preferences and were, in fact, teaching in ways in which their
students learn best.
Bada and Okan‘s (2000) research does seem to make a significant contribution to this
topic, and it can be argued that this study offered sensible advice to teachers. That is,
simply ask students what and how they prefer to learn instead of making possibly false,
assumptions. Giving students choices and negotiating a solution that works for both
the students and their teachers will lower the students‘ resistance to their learning
activities and will, at the very least, facilitate student-teacher rapport, if not improve
learning.
As can be seen from the above, the portrayal of the influences of ontological and
epistemological perspectives as well as research on the views and perceptions of L2
learning preferences is by no means complete or indisputable. As mentioned earlier,
the purpose of presenting it here is to explain the researcher‘s basic understanding of
this issue with the intention of gaining the readers‘ understanding of the focus of this
study. This focus will be not on teaching methods and approaches perceived as being
stable or static arrangements of procedures, but on ―pedagogy‖, understood as a
―dynamic interplay among teachers, learners, and instructional materials‖ which
characterises a universal change in educational practices in the twenty-first century
(Richards & Renandya, 2002, p. 6).
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Summary
In this chapter, numerous models of L2 learning have been chosen for discussion from
among the various theoretical perspectives that have been advanced in the overall field
of learning theory and in the field of SLA in particular for a better understanding of the
focus of this research. The highlights of three main theoretical viewpoints of learning
theory, chosen to represent different L2 learning arguments along the rationalistempiricist continuum, were reviewed to demonstrate how their principles and
priorities in language learning and teaching have modified and changed over the years,
often in response to paradigm shifts in these learning theories and how L2 learning
and teaching were perceived in light of these theories.
Through the discussion on the changing views on how individuals learn, attention was
given to the literature centred on the debates associated with the application of
sociocultural theory to L2 learning and teaching. Moreover, the factors of learning style
preferences and their role in language learning and instruction as well as L2
preferences from the beliefs perspective were discussed and a review of some recent
research in this area was presented. This provided the researcher with the underlying
principles necessary for an understanding of the present research focus within a
sociocultural context of L2 learning.
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Introduction
In Chapter Two, a brief historical introduction to sociocultural theory informing
research into learning theories in general and the learning of L2 in particular was
given. In this chapter, the features of Vygotskian Sociocultural Theory (SCT) are
described in more detail and implications for the present study are outlined.
Moreover, consideration is given to Activity Theory (AT) which was derived from SCT
and has an application in this study. The aims of this chapter are to examine how SCT
and AT provide a useful theoretical framework for interpreting students‘ engagement
with L2 learning, including their learning preferences.

Sociocultural Theory
In recent times, the mainstream theories of second language acquisition (SLA) have
been enriched by sociocultural perspectives on L2 learning which differ in many
respects from previous theories of L2 learning outlined in Chapter Two (Lantolf,
2000), but which now appear to have a significant and extensive influence in this field
(Bernat, 2008; Lantolf & Poehner, 2008). The current sociocultural emphasis
originally derives from developmental psychology and later from general education,
and is used to demonstrate how individuals develop and learn in a social context. As
discussed in Chapter Two, the sociocultural paradigm is based on the belief that
learning needs to consider not just the individual learner, but learning as it happens in
interaction with others – children, parents, peers, teachers – and with the setting in
which the learning occurs. This view of course is not new; however, its implications for
L2 learning are increasingly apparent. It draws on the theories developed by Russian
theorist L.V. Vygotsky and his colleagues in Russia during the 1920s and 1930s when
sociocultural approaches were first systematised and applied. In the literature, these
theories are often presented as ―Cultural-Historical Psychology‖ when referring to their
origins which are from Vygotsky, Leont‘ev, Luria and other Soviet psychologists.
However, when dealing with its meaning in contemporary work and debates, especially
in the West, the term ―sociocultural‖ is applied.
Many researchers, for example Kozulin, Gindis, Ageyev and Miller (2003), asked the
questions: ―What is the secret of the vitality of Vygotskian ideas? What causes
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contemporary Vygotskians to continue arguing about concepts and hypotheses first
advanced in the 1920s?‖ (p. 1). Others, for example Edwards (2007, p. 98, cited in
Lantolf & Poehner, 2008) asked: ―Why is it taking so long for Vygotsky‘s pedagogical
influence to be felt in the West?‖ (p. 1). Although the scope of this study is not directly
concerned with answering these questions, it does nevertheless see that a Vygotskian
perspective has ongoing interest in Western education in general and in L2 education
in particular, as it provides a helpful lens with which to view the complexities of L2
learning. Vygotsky‘s SCT, and AT developed by his followers (see next sections of this
chapter), present a united theoretical framework for the entire L2 domain, which
includes L2 theory and research, L2 learning and teaching, and L2 testing. These
theories provide an innovative understanding of what L2 ability is, what kind of
knowledge it expects, how it is gained, and how it should be taught and assessed
(Johnson, 2001; Lantolf, 2000; Lantolf & Poehner, 2008; Lantolf & Thorne, 2006,
2007). From this view, SCT and AT provide the best theoretical and practical answers
to the main question of this study: how do students engage with L2 learning? In other
words, the study examines how the students orient or position themselves and
understand the task of learning an L2, and how their individual multidimensional
goals and distinct actions are connected to the wider social, cultural, historical and
institutional environments surrounding them. Therefore, this chapter presents the
main tenets of SCT and AT and their implications to this study.

The Concept of Social, Cultural and Historical Environments in the
Context of SCT
For Vygotsky, education involved not only the development of individual potential in
social settings, but also the context of the evolution of human culture (Wells, 1999). In
discussing SCT, Johnson (2004, p. 103) supported Vygotsky‘s position by remarking
that people have been shaped by social, cultural and historical influences throughout
their lives. Other sociocultural theorists like Krause and O‘Brien (2003, p. 1) noted
that it is essential to interpret the human condition in its social, cultural and historical
contexts in order to accurately understand it. If students‘ engagement with L2 learning
is to be accurately understood, they have to be examined in these contexts. Therefore, a
short summary follows of the meaning and relatedness of these three words in the
context of SCT and by extension in the context of the current research.
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The word ―social‖ is a term that takes on unique characteristics from a sociocultural
perspective. This perspective underlines ―the social basis of learning and the
interactive processes that promote development‖ (Renshaw, 1992, p. 1). Vygotsky‘s
position is that there is dynamic interdependence between social and individual
processes and this has helped his ideas gain acclaim among sociocultural researchers
(John-Steiner & Mahn, 1996, p. 2). In terms of education, for instance, the social
dimension requires interaction with others, which is undoubtedly necessary for an
individual‘s cognitive growth and development (Lantolf, 2000; Lantolf & Thorne,
2006). Vygotsky (1978) argued that both learning and cognitive development are
connected, and cognition develops as a result of social interaction in which the child
(or other learners) learns how to fulfil a task by interacting with that task and a more
competent expert or peer. In the classroom situation in particular, teachers and peers
help each other by offering alternatives and supporting reasoning in goal-directed
activities. As a result of this interaction with others, individuals learn and develop and
in turn contribute to changes in the educational environment, while the educational
environment changes them and lets them grow.
The acquisition of language provides another example of a social source of individual
growth. Contemporary research on language learning (Lantolf, 2000, 2006; Lantolf &
Poehner, 2008; Lantolf & Thorne, 2006, 2007; Wells, 1999, 2001, 2002, 2009; Wells
& Ball, 2008) supports the sociocultural claim that the relationship between
individuals, whether learning an L1 or L2, forms a firm basis for cognitive and
linguistic growth. In other words, cognitive and linguistic processes in both L1 and L2
learning, whether in the classroom or elsewhere, can only be developed in a social
learning environment where learners are enabled and encouraged to interact and are
supported by others in their language learning. In the light of this, the present study‘s
aim to find out what impacts students‘ preferences is related to the students‘
engagement with L2 learning and their particular learning preferences. This relation
allows for better understanding of the phenomenon of students‘ engagement with L2
learning from the sociocultural perspective.
As far as culture is concerned, in Vygotsky‘s time the fashionable hypothesis was that
human culture developed in the course of a series of phases, from primitive culture to a
―superior‖ European culture. Vygotsky accepted this general approach; however, he
refused the concept that people from different cultures have different mental
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capabilities. Rather, he accredited the differences in mental functioning to the
invention and accrual of cultural resources and practices within each culture (Van der
Veer & Valsiner, 1991). In this view, the meaning of culture is understood as a general
term: ―what is human culture?‖ and as a specific term, for instance: ―what is academic
culture in Australia?‖
As already mentioned in Chapter 2, sociocultural views of culture depart from the trait
practices of attributing cultural differences. Rather, these differences are explained in
terms of variations in people‘s involvement in common practices of particular cultural
communities. Gutiérrez and Rogoff (2003) argued that a cultural-historical approach
recognises that the dynamic, historical process in the multifaceted patterns of thinking
and doing is ongoing in communities. The cultural-historical approach to culture is
significantly different from treating cultural categories as being mutually exclusive and
homogeneous within its category (Rogoff & Angellilo, 2002). It does not consider
cultural features as ―built in‖ in the person (or the group) in a permanent way that
remains across time and circumstances (Gutiérrez & Rogoff, 2003). Culture can
change as a person‘s environment transforms. The present study examines the extent
to which the cultural and educational experiences impact on L2 students‘ language
learning, their goals, attitudes and identities, and the extent to which these
orientations change while learning in the current institutions.
The sociocultural tradition emphasises not only social and cultural constructs of
human knowledge and activity, but also their historical approach. With regard to
Vygotsky‘s concept of the historical following Engels‘ writings, history is that of
cultural artefacts which allow humans to control their own environments. Vygotsky
(1978) was fascinated by Engels‘ unfinished work Dialectics in Nature (1883, first
published in 1925 in the USSR), especially Engels‘ assertion that while the influence of
nature on humans is acknowledged, it has to be borne in mind that humans also affect
nature, changing it and creating new prevalent conditions for their existence. Building
upon this notion, Vygotsky‘s rationale was that the only sufficient approach to
understanding and explaining how social and human activity is constructed is to
examine its formation over time (Lantolf, 2000, 2004; Lantolf & Thorne, 2006).
Vygotsky claimed (1962, 1978) that a number of perspectives are required to clarify the
general development of the mind and argued that various domains inform different
types of development, ―each governed by its unique set of explanatory principles‖
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(cited in Wertsch, 1985, p. 41). Therefore, to better understand the formation of higher
mental functions, Vygotsky proposed four genetic or developmental domains of
analysis: phylogenesis, sociocultural history, ontogenesis and microgenesis.
Phylogenetic analysis is concerned with the biological nature of human development.
Vygotsky argued that the human ability to use tools and their constant development by
humans in addition to the clear biological differences in brain development
differentiate humans from higher apes. The sociocultural level is concerned with
development over time in a particular culture, whereas the ontogenetic analysis
focuses on mental functions over the course of individual development. The
microgenetic domain looks at changes in mental functioning over a relatively short
period of time in a specific sociocultural setting (Lantolf, 2000, 2004; Lantolf &
Thorne, 2006; Vygotsky, 1962, 1978).
Vygotsky (1978) also argued that it is necessary to focus on the process by which higher
forms are developed, rather than on the final product of that development. His
dialectical method requires an investigation of all major points in the history of human
mental development. It requires the investigation of this process ―in all its phases and
changes – from birth to death‖ (p. 65). For that reason, the method is called historical.
It is thus of interest to this study to discover how L2 students studying in an Australian
context position themselves, their needs and their wants, and their preferences
regarding L2 learning in light of their L2 learning history and their rapidly changing
world. SCT looks at the learning process as it spreads out and therefore presents ways
to explain changes.
Since historical circumstances are continuously changing, they result in changing
conditions and perspectives for learning in general, and for L2 learning in particular.
As mentioned in Chapter 2, a few decades ago L2 learning was carried out under very
different historical circumstances. For example, English was only one of the second
languages that were taught in schools in non-English speaking countries. ELICOS
centres for overseas students were virtually non-existent and technological
advancements such as the Internet, which can be used for L2 learning purposes, were
only an educator‘s dream. Moreover, individuals tended not to be as aware of other
cultures as they are now and the purposes of L2 learning were different. Previously,
language learners seemed to spend more time on learning about languages than using
their L2 in practice. Today, in many institutions around the world, one of the
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conditions of employment is being proficient in an L2. For that reason, the preferences
for learning English as an L2 or learning any other L2 have changed. One of the issues
of interest in this study is to map the multidimensional patterns of the relationships
between external (outside of the classroom) and internal (in the classroom) influences
on L2 learning and L2 learning preferences.

Mediation and its Tools
In his elaboration on the concept of interdependency between social and individual
planes, Vygotsky stressed the role of the mind as a psychological tool in mediating
human practices. Influenced by his knowledge and interest in art and literature,
Vygotsky extended the Marxist concept of physical tools as mediating devices to
mental tools. To Vygotsky (1981b):
The most essential feature distinguishing the psychological tool from
the technical tool is that it directs the mind and behaviour whereas the
technical tool, which is also inserted as an intermediate link between
human activity and the external object, is directed toward producing
one or another set of changes in the object itself (p. 140).
In other words, psychological tools are aimed at mastery or regulation of oneself or
others rather than controlling the physical environment. In a dialectic way, these
human transformations lead to the need for further mental tools which again give rise
to new ways of conceptualising and acting in the world. Mental tools such as L2
learning theories are cultural. They are invented and passed on to others through
social processes and socially structured practices.
Mental tools, in Vygotsky‘s thinking, extend the mind. They allow humans to do more
than react to the environment as, for example, animals must; they enable human
beings to change their environment. In Vygotsky‘s view, cognitive functioning is
shaped by the sociocultural setting. Mediation by means of cultural tools serves as the
mechanism for this shaping.
Lantolf and Thorne (2006) pursued Vygotsky‘s ideas and stated that ―mediation is the
process through which humans deploy culturally constructed artefacts…to regulate (i.e.
gain voluntary control over and transform) the material world‖ (p. 79). These
culturally constructed artefacts (or tools) include physical tools, for instance pen and
paper, cassette recorder, computer; symbolic tools, for example written or spoken
language systems, visual signs, gestures; significant others such as L2 teachers, more
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capable peers; and mental tools, for instance learner beliefs (Alanen, 2003; Cole, 1996;
Kozulin, 1998; Wertsch, 1998), and learning strategies such as mnemonics and phonics
(Alanen, 2003; Lantolf & Thorne 2006)). In this vein, L2 learning preferences also fall
into the mental tools category, as explained in the next section of this chapter.
The concept of mediation proposes that human action, on both individual and social
planes, is mediated by the abovementioned tools.

In other words, tools serve a

mediational purpose, connecting humans and their internal world to the external (or
physical) world. Language, which can be used to organise, plan and maintain the
environment, both internal and external to the individual, is given central position as
one of the mediational tools by almost all sociocultural researchers.

Learner Preferences as a Mediational Tool
For a better understanding of learner preferences as a mediational tool, Alanen‘s
(2003) concept of L2 learner beliefs is outlined here. Following Cole (1996), Kozulin
(1998) and Wertsch (1998), Alanen (2003) suggested that L2 learner beliefs, from an
SCT perspective, can function as a mediational tool. She held that L2 learner beliefs
can be regarded as ―a specific type of cultural artefact that mediates human activity in a
manner similar to tools, signs, symbols and myths‖, since the beliefs ―have their origins
on the social plan‖ and ―are constructed in social interactions‖ (p. 66). This relatively
new concept of learner beliefs as a mediational tool serves as an analogy for L2
learning preferences in this thesis. Like L2 learner beliefs, L2 learner preferences also
have their beginnings in the social arena and they are shaped by social interaction.
Moreover, actual objective material behaviours in practical learning activities are
demonstrated. For example, it is the common preference among L2 learners to first
study basic language skills for communicative purposes in the classroom and then
utilise these skills in ―true‖ cultural contexts such as visiting a target country and
interacting with native speakers of the target language (Collings, 2007) or using a
target language in spoken and written forms for work, research, further study, etc.
Parallel with previous example is the learners‘ preference for the courses and activities
which may help them pass an L2 exam to enter university (such as Academic English
courses, the IELTS test) or pass an L2 for a major where they have to show their
abilities in writing academic essays, preparing research reports or being able to
translate some documents either orally or in the written form. It is important for this
study to be able to demonstrate the relationship between specific preferences as
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mediational or symbolic artefacts and actual objective material behaviours in practical
learning activities. This importance stems from the fact that Vygotsky grounded his
theory on the Marxist dialectic of the ideal and objective; therefore, considering one
without the other makes no sense. Hence, in claiming learning preferences as
mediational artefacts, this research aims to demonstrate a connection between
preferences and behaviours.
Wertsch (1998) stated that mediational tools have two functions: enabling and
constraining. He terms this duality an ―irreducible tension between agent and
mediational means‖ (p. 25), using as his example the pole in pole vaulting. The pole
enables the athletes to attain their immediate goal of lifting themselves over a bar (an
enabling function of the tool). However, the features of the pole constrain the action.
An athlete using a bamboo pole cannot defeat another of equal ability using an
aluminium alloy or fibreglass pole (a constraining function).
From Wertsch‘s (1998) perspective, L2 learners‘ learning preferences for the courses
and activities associated with passing an exam may serve an enabling function, because
L2 learners initially look for desirable outcomes to pass an exam to enter university or
to pass an L2 for a major. On the other hand, excessive focus on courses and activities
enabling to pass exams may prevent L2 learners from recognising valuable
opportunities to learn an L2 in a wider context of L2 learning (such as participating in
excursions, learning about the culture of the target country/countries, and other
activities indirectly related with exams). Within a sociocultural framework, both
situations are examples of mediational tools (Wertsch, 1998). In this way, L2
preferences may be exposed to or hindered by the learners‘ multidimensional, wider
goals.
To sum up, the theme of mediation as viewed by Vygotsky and his followers plays an
important role in SCT in that it provides ―the link or bridge between concrete actions
carried out by individuals and groups, on the one hand, and cultural, institutional and
historical settings, on the other‖ (Wertsch, del Rio & Alvarez, 1995, p. 21). In such an
environment, the implementation of a language program allows for and encourages the
collaborative learning which plays an increasing role in many language classrooms.
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While this section of the Chapter 3 offered insights into mediation and its tools from
Vygotsky‘s and his followers‘ perspectives, the next section will provide the reader with
some of Vygotsky‘s original views on L2 acquisition which have an application in this
study.

Some of Vygotsky’s Insights and Second Language Acquisition (SLA)
As it was stated at the end of the previous passage the aim of this section is to provide
the reader with some of Vygotsky‘s original insights into L2 acquisition issues. This is
a historical review which will be supportive in discussing various findings of this study
presented in the next chapters. The two perspectives related to language and L1
acquisition, and L2 learning will be discussed in this section.

On Language and L1 Acquisition
Vygotsky (1978) saw language as a primary mediator for human beings. For him,
language at its core is a communicative tool that evolves within a specific culturalhistorical context. It does not innately spring from a child‘s natural tendency; it is
formed by the child‘s participation in social interaction. Vygotsky held that learning is
mediated first on the interpsychological plane between a person and other people and
their cultural artefacts, and then appropriated by individuals on the intrapsychological
plane.
Language acquisition evolves through a series of spiralling stages, each with a
particular function in terms of shaping the problem-solving skills of human beings. In
these stages, children observe and develop social speech first, then use egocentric
speech – children talking to themselves – to accompany problem-solving strategies,
and then develop it into a tool for problem-solving; they develop inner speech, using
attenuated and often silent language, to direct problem-solving strategies.
Vygotsky (1978) developed his hypothesis that ―children‘s egocentric speech should be
regarded as the transitional form between external and internal speech. Functionally,
egocentric speech is the basis for inner speech, while in its external form it is
embedded in communicative speech‖ (p. 27). Egocentric speech is partially social and
partially individual, does not last long, and simply appears to be a release of tension
and a medium of planning a solution to a problem.
This three-stage speech development may be understood in the application to L1
acquisition. In L1 acquisition in an appropriate social context, individuals develop
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their three-stage speech ability spontaneously, taking a less conscious and deliberate
effort, in comparison with L2, to learn grammar, which is composed of detailed rules
and complex concepts; they can speak their L1 mostly fluently and appropriately. This
means that in everyday situations, even illiterate individuals can speak their L1 well.
However, besides oral communication, there are written signs and other means of
communication. It is not enough for an individual to have only oral communication;
thus, if individuals try to live and work successfully in contemporary society, they have
to effectively communicate with others in a variety of modes. Written language is
developed on the basis of oral language and in turn improves on oral language.
In Vygotsky‘s (1987a) depiction, when children learn their native language, they do not
begin with the study of the alphabet, with reading and writing, with the conscious and
intentional construction of phrases, with the definition of words, or with the study of
grammar. The lower, more elementary characteristics of speech arise first and a more
complex form develops later in connection with conscious awareness of its phonetic
structure, its grammatical forms and its volitional use. Children learn their native
language without conscious awareness or intention (p. 221).

On SLA
In constructing his concepts of mediation, the relationship between lower and higher
mental functions, and the relationship between spontaneous and scientific concepts,
Vygotsky developed his perspective on L2 learning. Vygotsky held that L2 learning is
mediated by the learner‘s L1. However, developing one‘s L1 and learning an L2 at
school involve two entirely different processes. It has to be noted that the terms
acquisition and learning were used by Vygotsky interchangeably. He stated:
In learning a new language, one does not return to the immediate
world of objects and does not repeat past linguistic developments, but
uses instead the native language as a mediator between the world of
objects and the new language (1986, p. 161).
The acquisition of a foreign language differs from the acquisition of the
native one precisely because it uses the semantic of the native language
as its foundation…. The reciprocal dependence is less known and less
appreciated. But Goethe clearly saw it when he wrote that he who
knows no foreign language does not truly know his own (1986, pp.
159-160).
It has to be added that, while addressing the similar relations between spontaneous
and scientific concepts, both of which belong to the semantic aspects of speech
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development, Vygotsky (1986) also demarcated the development of one‘s native
language from the development of an L2. He claimed that through L2 education,
children develop an enhanced understanding of their L1 that accompanies and
improves the influence of native language reading and writing instruction.
For Vygotsky, the development of a system of concepts and the mediation of these
concepts constitute a learning from which higher mental functions develop.
Spontaneous concepts develop in the context of the child‘s everyday experiences, give
body and vitality to scientific concepts, and thus stand ―between the conceptual system
and the world of objects‖ (1987a, p. 180). By contrast, the development of scientific
concepts begins with analytic procedures by depending and building on an already
existing set of spontaneous concepts toward consciousness and deliberate use.
From this perspective, Vygotsky (1987a) called attention to the differences between
developing the skills for L1 and L2s, which are taught formally in a school system. He
stated that ―the weaker aspects of the native language are the stronger aspects of the
foreign and vice versa‖ (p. 221). Vygotsky stated that speaking, pronunciation and
listening are the strongest components of the native language and that they are shaped
at the beginning of the L1 development. Conversely, development of these skills in a
formal schooling system is rather challenging and is the weakest part of the L2
learning continuum. According to Vygotsky (1987a), fluent and natural speech in an L2
is not only difficult, but also becomes more apparent near the end of the learning
process. Most students studying in a formal school system want to be fluent in an L2;
therefore, it is assumed that these students‘ preferences will be to focus on activities
connected with listening, speaking and pronunciation as a means of mastering an L2
and that the students will have the willingness to communicate with other L2 users.
To sum up, the above tenets of SCT enable the researcher to understand the interplay
between individual learners and their social, cultural, historical and institutional
contexts. This is necessary to comprehend in which sociocultural context the
participants of this study make sense of their language learning experiences and how
they co-construct these contexts. In this way, the contexts help to explain the dynamic
nature of the students‘ engagement with L2 learning and their preferences. With the
purpose of understanding the nature of these phenomena even more profoundly,
Activity Theory is introduced.
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Activity Theory
In the following paragraphs, some ideas that constitute the construct referred to as
Activity Theory (AT) are presented.

Activity Theory emerged from SCT where

Vygotsky and his colleagues were central figures. As Lantolf defined it, ―[s]pecifically, it
addresses the implications of [Vygotsky‘s] claim that human behaviour results from
integration of socially and culturally constructed forms of mediation into human
activity‖ (2000, p. 8). Vygotsky himself never explicitly examined the concept of
activity, but strongly influenced the development of AT (Lantolf, 2000, 2002; Wertsch,
1981). Vygotsky‘s student and colleague, A.N. Leont‘ev, played a crucial role in the
development of AT as it is known today.
Many researchers working in the sociocultural domain stated that SCT and AT denote
a single framework and they pointed towards the evidence that Leont‘ev himself
claimed on a number of occasions that these two theories are undeniably strongly
connected. However, despite his declaration, there is one main point of disparity
among them. The most important focus of SCT is on the development of higher
consciousness, whereas the major focus of AT is on tools and objects of labour in the
development of human consciousness (Johnson, 2004). This evident distinction may
perhaps be elucidated, as Zinchenko (1995, cited in Johnson, 2004) implied, by the
dissimilar political realities in which these two scientists (Vygotsky and Leont‘ev) had
to operate.
While the Russian word deyatel‟nost (Leont‘ev, 1981, p. 37) is generally translated into
English as ‗activity‘, the concept embraced behind this word, in the researcher‘s
opinion as a speaker of Russian, is in fact better expressed with the word
―engagement‖. The Polish word działanie or the German word Tätigkeit is a more
precise equivalent of the Russian word deyatel‟nost which seemingly conveys an
implication of profound purpose, such as work activity or occupation, which is absent
in the English word, activity. The English word ―engagement‖ more closely translates
the Russian word deyatel‟nost as it not only embraces mental and physical practices,
but also conveys notions of intention and concern.
Activity Theory is not a theory in the strict interpretation of the term. As Kuuti (1996)
pointed out, it is ―a philosophical and cross-disciplinary framework for studying
different forms of human practices as developmental processes, with both individual
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and social levels interlinked at the same time‖ (p. 25). The most interesting feature of
this paradigm is that it provides important means by which most forms of human
activity can be examined (Jonassen & Rohrer-Murphy, 1999, p. 2). Western educators
in general and SLA researchers in particular have shown growing interest in AT,
including the context of the classroom where AT has been used to a considerable
extent. Here, there are two major related strands which focus on the contemporary
activity paradigm. One aspect pertains to the emphasis on goal-driven actions as
central to a student‘s learning. This aspect relates to Leont‘ev‘s construct of activity.
The second strand, based on Vygotsky‘s explanations and seen in current approaches,
stresses the cultural, historical and social bases of these actions as being relevant to the
learning that takes place. As the sociocultural interpretation or creation that is
imposed on the context by the participant(s) is one of the most important
characteristics of an activity (Wertsch, 1985), AT presents a suitable theoretical
framework for the study of teaching and learning, an institutionally situated and
socially constructed event.
In providing a contemporary description of AT, Davydov, a leading Russian Activity
theorist, stated that humans, while engaging in activity that consists of goals, means,
the process of shaping the object, and results, thereby construct new forms and
features of reality and as a result change the initial material into products. In the
process of doing this, the individuals change and develop themselves (Davydov, 1999).
Davydov‘s description applies to the classroom context where teachers and students,
through engaging in the activity of teaching and learning, change and develop. During
a lesson and for the duration of a course, the teachers and students engage in various
operations designed to achieve specific goals. This occurs within the cultural context
of schooling where teachers and students are developing a shared understanding of the
overall purposes of education. In this research, the students‘ learning preferences,
especially in the context of students‘ L2 learning that aim to fulfil their L2 learning
goals, are explored within the large activity context of how students position
themselves as L2 learners. Therefore, a further explanation of the AT notion as applied
to L2 learning is presented here.

The Structure of an Activity
Activity can be understood as a form of doing, a social or cultural praxis, and
transforming an object into an outcome is what motivates an activity. In other words,
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activity, in AT, is not only doing something, it is doing something that is motivated
either by a biological need, such as hunger or thirst, or a culturally constructed need,
such as the need to be educated in particular societies. Once needs become directed at
a specific object, they become motives (Lantolf, 2000, 2004). Thus, thirst does not
become a motive for activity until individuals decide to look for water or other liquid to
drink; similarly, literacy does not become a motive for activity until individuals make
the decision to develop their reading and writing skills. Motives, according to AT
theorists, are only realised in specific actions that are goal-directed (hence, intentional
and meaningful) and carried out under particular spatial and temporal conditions (or
what are also referred to as operations) and through appropriate mediational means.
Therefore, a human activity comprises three strata of analysis: the stratum of activity
(motive), the stratum of action (goals), and the stratum of operations (conditions).
Others, then, can only directly observe activities at the stratum of conditions. However,
the motives and goals of particular activities cannot be determined solely from the
stratum of concrete doing, since the same observable activity can be linked to different
goals and motives, and different concrete activities can be linked to the same motives
and goals.
It has to be noted that these three strata have often been called levels, but Wells (2006)
emphasised that, since the relationship among the three is not hierarchical and since
the word ―level‖ suggests hierarchy, stratum needs to be used instead.
In this present study of the East Asian and Australian students, the students and the
teaching staff are engaged in educational activity, the motives for which find their
source in the cultural setting (the need for a job, a degree, a status, and so forth) as well
as in the individual situation or position of the language school or university
community. The actions and operations should be distinguished here in the way that
students form their own goals for L2 learning. It was hypothesised by the present study
that with a background of taking a surface approach to their study of L2 (i.e. they study
L2, because they have to as a part of their major course or because they are forced to
study by other circumstances), they could be expected to create short-term low level
goals for their work and adopt an approach that minimises the challenge. Some level of
frustration could be expected if the perceived workload (demands of assessment, etc.)
is high. On the other hand, the present study also theorised that students whose
experience and confidence with L2 learning is high would adapt more quickly to the
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requirements of the L2 course and, depending on their goals in the L2 course as a
whole, set themselves more challenging goals and achieve a higher level of interaction
with available resources, either in the classroom or in the wider community.
It must be borne in mind that in AT, motive and motivation are very different. It is
motive that provides a way of examining ―why something is done‖ (Lantolf & Appel,
1994, p. 21). In the L2 learning context, motive may explain why individuals have
joined a particular language class, and why they have chosen or not chosen to take on a
particular role within a group. This is distinct from motivation, which has almost
always been used to describe the broader issue of what drives learners to learn a
language. Researchers into motivation in the context of L2 settings (e.g., Chen,
Warden, & Chang, 2005; Clément, Dörnyei, & Noels, 1994; Dörnyei, & Németh, 2006;
Lamb, 2007; Yashima, Zenuk-Nishide, & Shimizu, 2004) focused on what makes
learners keener to learn a language, and often made no distinction between motivation
and motive. Yet it is possible for a student to lack motivation in the particular L2 class
(particularly if the class is compulsory), but never lack motive. Regarding this study, at
the very minimum in the case of Australian students, a student‘s motive for attending
the L2 class may be to gain enough marks to pass the course; however, in the case of
ELICOS students, it may be to retain their Australian visa, which requires 80% of class
attendance. Looked at from an AT perspective, it might be said that descriptions of
motivation are often too narrowly focussed on ways to make each student‘s motive
match the teacher‘s motive (i.e. language learning).
It could be said that activities, whether in the workplace, classrooms, or other settings,
do not always unfold smoothly. What begins as one activity can reshape itself into
another in the course of its unfolding. This means that in any given classroom setting,
or any setting for that matter, not only can activities change from one moment to the
next, but different activities might be underway at any given time, despite the fact that
all of the participants display the same or similar evident behaviours in a task (Lantolf,
2000, 2004; Lantolf & Thorne, 2006). A student might not care whether they have
learned the language, as long as they have passed the tests and received an acceptable
grade for the course, which in turn could enhance their chances of obtaining a good job
or gaining admission to a graduate school of choice. Conversely, other students
engaging in the same task might well be oriented to the goal of learning the language,
because, for instance, they find it intrinsically interesting.
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Gillette (1994) relying on multiple resources of data (language learning histories,
language learning diaries and classroom notes) reported that some of the students in
her university French class had personal histories in which anything foreign, as in nonAmerican, was devalued and therefore not worth knowing. Therefore, the so-called
learning strategies they developed were not focussed on learning the language, but on
survival, given the obligation of having to study a foreign language. Other students of
Gillette presented accounts in which the family was closely interested in various
cultures and their languages. These students demonstrated robust indication of
strategies particularly focussed on learning the language.

This study strongly

supported Lantolf‘s (2000) statement that:
Even if students in the same class engage in the same task they may
not be engaged in the same activity. Students with different motives
often have different goals as the object of their actions, despite the
intentions of the teacher (p. 12).
An individual who fails to value foreignness may work all the way through a
pedagogical task simply with the intent of fulfilling the immediate requirements of the
teacher. In Gillette‘s (1994) research, it was clearly depicted that under such a
situation, language learning is not likely to take place. Students then play a major role
in shaping the goal and ultimate outcomes of the tasks set for them by their teachers.
Thus, from the perspective of AT, while task-based instruction could yield positive
learning outcomes, there can be no guarantees, because what ultimately matters is how
individual learners decided to engage with the task as an activity (Lantolf, 2000, 2004;
Lantolf & Thorne, 2006).
As involvement in various culturally explicit activities arises, individuals enter into
various social contacts. They then come into contact with and gain knowledge of how
to use and eventually appropriate different mediational resources. Among culturally
motivated activities, Lantolf (2000, 2004; Lantolf & Thorne, 2006) included work,
education, accumulation of wealth and play. This means that, in an educational setting,
if language teachers are more aware of their students‘ orientation to L2 learning,
including their goals, needs, and preferences, and provide them with the activities they
prioritise as being most important, the students‘ language learning motivation may
increase.
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Main Features of the Contemporary AT Model
Engeström (1999) situated ―activity‖ within a community of practice and has expanded
Leont‘ev‘s original model to enable the analysis of complex interactions and
interrelationships and to explicate the social and collaborative nature of actions.
Minimum elements of this system included the object, subject, mediating artefacts
(signs and tools), rules, community and division of labour (Engeström, 1987; Cole &
Engeström, 1993). As Engeström (1999) stated, internal tensions and contradictions
are the motive for any change and development. By using Engeström‘s paradigm, both
the historical and contemporary local contexts can be addressed in the analysis.

Figure 3.1 A complex model of activity system (Engeström, 1999, p.31). The
researcher is grateful to the following for permission to reproduce copyright material:
Cambridge University Press from ‗Activity theory and individual and social
transformation‘ by Y. Engeström, R. Miettinen and R.L. Punamäki (see Appendix H for
permission).
In this expanded model of Engeström, the individual ―action‖ represented by the
tools/artefacts; subject and object is related to the larger cultural and historical
context by the relationship represented by rules (i.e. explicit norms and conventions
that constrain actions within the activity system), community (i.e. those who share the
same general object) and division of labour (i.e. the division of object-oriented actions
among members of the community). For instance, the subject-object relationship, that
is to say, the subject‘s goal orientation (the action) is modified by the cultural rules that
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apply to this relationship and by the division of labour in which it is embedded. These
rules or norms might well include the tools considered as being appropriate to use and
the way in which control of their use is distributed among the different categories of
community members who are regularly involved in this and related actions. However,
these relationships are not static; they are continuously being constructed and
reformulated in the course of their deployment in particular situated actions
(Engeström, 1999). Hence, ―the study of an activity system becomes a collective,
multivoiced construction of its past, present, and future zones of proximal
development‖ (Engeström, 1999, p. 10).

The researcher can therefore take into

account both the system view of the activity and at the same time the subjects‘ view as
they are engaged in and construct the activity.

Activity Theory and the Present Study
Activity Theory enables the researcher to examine how the interactions between the
teachers and students, students and students, students and the wider community, as
well as their experiences/activities within a real life situation (the classroom and the
wider community) shape their engagement with L2 learning. L2 skills are easily
identified in the design and assessment of L2 courses at university or language school.
However, the students‘ conceptions of the subject matter as a whole as their
approaches to learning it and their perceptions and preferences are rarely evaluated in
any formal sense.
In this research, Engeström‘s expanded model of activity system (described above) has
been conceptualised to describe the students‘ engagement with learning L2. As activity
surroundings naturally have common characteristics and coexist in an assortment of
relationships with others, the description of the classroom context is designed to
accommodate these multiple relationships.
Table 3.1 summarises the application of AT to the students‘ engagement with L2
learning in this research. It shows that in L2 learning, the subject is an L2 learner. The
object of the activity includes the multi-faceted nature of learning which depends on
the individual student. It can be, for instance, acquiring sufficient L2 skills, gaining
exam marks, making personal understanding, etc. The tools used can also depend on
individual learners, but they include language learning preferences, beliefs, and might
include books, modern technology and the language itself, such as L1 and L2. The
learner as a social being lives in a variety of language communities. Therefore,
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community in this research would be, amongst others, L2 classes, L2 teachers, L2
schools and universities, dormitory, family, peer networks, workplaces and the wider
community. Rules would include group rules, class rules, or L2 schools and university
regulations for the course. Moreover, the learner conforms to rules of learning and
using the L2. Finally, division of labour would be primarily concerned with the
subject‟s collaboration with other L2 learners or users. It could be that sometimes
implied elements may potentially oppose one another and in such cases tensions may
arise. From a research perspective, L2 learning is the process of experiencing and
overcoming tensions; however, if the tension persists, L2 learning stagnates, whereas if
the L2 learners can solve the tensions, they can achieve a higher level of L2 proficiency
and L2 learning satisfaction.

Table 3.1: Students’ engagement with L2 learning in Activity Theory
Mediating artefacts

-

language learning preferences
beliefs
books
modern technology
L1 and L2

Subjects

- students

Objects

- acquiring sufficient L2 skills
- gaining exam marks
- developing personal understanding

Rules

- group rules
- class rules
- L2 schools and university regulations

Community

-

Division of labour

- collaboration with other L2 learners or users

L2 classes
L2 teachers
L2 schools and universities
family
peer networks
workplaces
wider communities
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All the elements of the activity system described so far are subjective entities.
Individuals subjectively identify these elements in specific ways to meet their own
reasoning and to line up with their own perspectives. The staff and students in the
activity of learning the L2 also subjectively define their activity in AT. Individuals form
their own goals and act in ways that are mediated by their own choice of tools,
including learning preferences. They have subjective views of the community and of
the rules and division of labour. In this study, second-order viewpoints were added
through asking the participants to remark on their experiences.

Summary
The appropriateness of Sociocultural Theory and Activity Theory as theoretical
frameworks for this thesis rests with their efficient and methodical manner to
understand the ways in which students experience learning an L2. These theories
present a view of learning in which personal experiences, goals, preferences, subjective
perceptions and socio-historical issues are interconnected. Rather than focusing on
disconnected components of learning and context, these theories reflect a commitment
to examining the learning process as a ―dynamic system of meaning‖ (Vygotsky, 1962,
p. 8) in which cognition and affect connect and through which society and the
individual interact and transform.
The use of SCT and AT in this research enables the researcher to understand the
comprehensive, dynamic nature of the students‘ engagement with L2 learning. SCT
facilitates the understanding of learner preferences in response to which sociocultural
contexts the participants use to make sense of their language learning, how they coconstruct these contexts and their interaction within these malleable and constantly
evolving sociocultural contexts. At even deeper levels, AT enables understanding of
these phenomena due to the inclusion of goal-driven actions in their learning.
While SCT and AT cannot grant methods to be applied in specific instructional
settings, these theories do provide a perspective for educators and researchers to view
students, the learning context and the associations between them in new ways. These
theories suggest a perspective of students as active participators in their own learning,
a perspective which corresponds with the intuitions of many teachers. Further, these
theories draw attention to the multidimensional ways that students seek meaning
within the cultural and social aspects of their behaviours.
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Introduction
This chapter describes the methodology, design and analysis methods used to conduct
this research. It begins with an introduction to the principal and additional research
questions, followed by an explanation of the selection of the research methods and
research tools used to investigate the research questions. Moreover, a description of
some key features of the approach applied in this study is discussed. The design of the
study is then presented, including the composition of the ELICOS and LOTE students
to which the research tools were administered, the research setting, methods of data
collection, and methods of analysis. Finally, ethical considerations for this study are
addressed.

Research Questions
The main research question under investigation is:
How do students engage with second language learning?
As explained in the previous chapters, this question is important, because, from the
perspective of sociocultural approaches, the way in which students engage with L2
learning is critical to the quality of the learning that unfolds. That is, the ways in which
students prefer learning an L2, their desires, needs, interests, feelings and conceptions
of learning an L2, are reflected in their engagement with the learning task – their
activities. These activities
…are embedded in, and emerging from the experiences of others in the
present setting (social), they are also emerging from the experiences of
others from the past (culture) and the immediate experiences of the
individual with these others and with the artefacts they constructed
(Lantolf, 2002b, p. 104).
Further, they are shaped and re-shaped in a continuous process of reciprocal influence
among the elements of the activity system.
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The study‘s main research question is supported by the following subquestions, as
follows:
How do the East Asian ESL students and the Australian LOTE students in this study
describe their language learning preferences?
To what extent do the East Asian ESL students perceive any changes in their language
learning preferences, attitudes and behaviour since coming to Australia?
To what extent do the Australian LOTE students perceive differences in their language
learning preferences, attitudes and behaviour as they progress with their language
learning?
To what extent do differences in the East Asian ESL students‘ and Australian LOTE
students‘ language learning goals and experiences impact on their response to
language learning?

Selecting the Research Approach
The research focus of this thesis is to investigate the L2 learning preferences of East
Asian and Australian students studying in an Australian context.

The research

methods chosen include both quantitative and qualitative components. Patton (2002)
suggested that the logical-positivist research paradigm employs ―quantitative and
experimental methods to test hypothetical-deductive generalization‖ (p. 69), while the
phenomenological paradigm uses qualitative and naturalistic approaches to
understand

context-specific

human

experience.

Patton

(2002)

advocated

―methodological appropriateness‖ (p. 72) such that the issue of choice of research
method becomes one of selection based on the purposes of the enquiry, the nature of
the research questions, and the resources available. Patton‘s view was shared by
Hartley (1998), who claimed that quantitative and qualitative approaches can be used
to develop insights at different levels into the same issue, and that researchers are welladvised to make use of the different methods in combination. Hartley (1998)
illustrated the use of quantitative research on archives to inform the researcher how
different groups of students may typically behave, done in combination with interview
studies of small numbers of students to provide finer-grained data on the processes
underlying those behaviours identified through the quantitative analysis. In his view of
the typical research methods used, Hartley (1998) observed the advantage of largescale questionnaire administration in providing representative data, yet limited
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information on cause and effect. Furthermore, discrepancies may occur between
questionnaire responses and real life behaviours. Naturalistic observations, on the
other hand, can provide results that are widely applicable and yield understanding of
behaviour in natural contexts, though the presence of the observer may influence the
observed behaviour. The advantage of interviews and case studies, Hartley argued, is
that highly detailed information can be provided; however, he warned that the data can
be unreliable and the ability to generalise is ―drastically curtailed‖ (p. 5) by the small
sample sizes. Similar arguments were advanced by Patton (2002) in his review of
available methods.
To provide sufficient, useful and broadly applicable information of language learning
preferences of the L2 students in the current study requires data that are based on a
large enough number of participants to enable some degree of generalisation of results.
More valuable is a capacity to draw the data from more than one sample of L2 learners
at different times.

As Hartley (1998) observed, quantitative data from a single

administration of a test or questionnaire to one sample has the limitation of providing
results that may be representative only of that one group at that one time.
Additionally, generalisability also requires some knowledge of the variation that may
exist among participants, rather than assuming or implying homogeneity among L2
learners. A large sample of L2 learners is therefore required to enable some confidence
in generalisability and for some insight into within-group variability. Quantification of
the similarities and the differences is also required to provide insightful data on a large
group (Patton, 2002). For this reason, the research methods adopted for this study
include the administration of a questionnaire to a large group of L2 learners
partitioned into subgroups according to program, age, gender, length of studying an L2
in Australia, and nationality. Each subgroup also needs to be large enough to provide
some confidence in generalisation. The rationale for the selection of the precise
instrument for measuring preferences is reviewed later in this chapter.
Hartley (1998, p. 57) had been critical of the focus on ―mechanical-and-quantitativeapproaches‖ to research learning and advises the supplementation of these methods
with qualitative data drawn from case studies and from interviews. This view was also
expressed by Marland, Patching and Putt (1992, p. 3) in their criticism of the ―processproduct‖ approach to research into the learning processes of students, where learners
are assumed to be the passive recipients of information. Gill (1996) added that the
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adoption of a mixed methods approach is often more productive than a single line of
inquiry. Further, Gill (1996, p. 37) suggested that ―[t]he schism in the education
research is a construction – and a construction that is fairly loose and somewhat
insecure‖.
The position of the current research is consonant with this statement as different
research methodologies have in common a search for meaning and understanding. The
various research approaches are by no means mutually exclusive. Moreover,
methodologies applying qualitative or quantitative methods are not even sharply
separable. Precision and objectivity are always a matter of degree.

‗Fuzziness‘ is

inherent in all processes, be they movements of an atom or a student‘s performance in
an examination. Further, experimental results cannot be separated from the
researchers‘ carrying out of the observations, nor from the context in which they do so.
In short, all analysis involves interpretation. The researcher of this study agrees with
Gill (1996) in that what is significant in any research methodology is the relationship
between the findings and the theorising, rather than what research methods were used.
If the assumptions underlying the data collection and analysis are poorly articulated,
then this relationship may not be well developed. For example, misunderstanding of
assumptions underlying statistical analysis can lead to a reliance on numerical
outcomes and the reporting of such numbers as ends in themselves. However, poor
research is no more inbuilt in quantitative methods than in qualitative methods. An
uncritical acceptance of ―highly individualized‖ narratives (Gill, 1996, p. 39) can be just
as implicated in obscuring the situation of the research in its broader social context as
an uncritical acceptance of numbers.

Design of the Study
The primary aim of this study is exploratory, holistic and descriptive interpretation,
aiming for depth of understanding. Consistent with a Vygotskian perspective, this
study considers the sociocultural context to be inseparable from individual as well as
group actions. Hence, the primary concern of this study is to interpret the network of
relationships between learner(s), their learning engagement, including learning
preferences, and the learning context as described by the students. In attempting to
make the data meaningful, the researcher has drawn on various techniques of data
collection and analysis. Further, this research acknowledges that good educational
research recognises the complementary interpretation of quantitative and qualitative
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methods of inquiry. Therefore, language learning preferences are prime examples of
conditions that by their very nature need to be studied from a combination of
perspectives, using the mixed methods approach to the design.
Two converging lines of enquiry are focused on in the present research. The first line
of enquiry involves the use of a questionnaire designed to identify common patterns of
learning preferences of students enrolled in L2 courses at ELICOS centres (East Asian
students) and Australian universities (Australian students). Their learning preferences
are analysed quantitatively against demographic variables related to age, gender,
length of studying an L2 in Australia in the case of the East Asian students, or at
university in the case of the Australian students, type of course, and nationality. The
second line of enquiry involves qualitative data from detailed individual interviews
with nighty-five students and twelve teachers to clarify, expand and support or refute
some of quantitative evidence. The issue of qualitative data will be returned to and
discussed in more details later, while the attention now turns to examining more
closely the evidence relating to quantitative methods in the identification of learners‘
preferences.

Identification of Learner Preferences Using Quantitative Methods
Reliability and the Construct of the Questionnaire
Recent research on learning preferences has been characterised by the use of one of the
learning approaches or preferences questionnaires available either commercially or
through the research literature.
The questionnaire items used in this research were developed largely from materials
used for assessing learning needs and preferences (Bada & Okan, 2000; Kern, 1995;
Willing, 1988), as described in greater detail later in this chapter. The researcher‘s
questionnaire was validated with a pilot group of East Asian ESL and Australian LOTE
students. In order to improve the reliability of the instrument, the researcher used
Cronbach‘s alpha coefficient to eliminate those statements with the lowest reliability in
the original pilot study. In other words, the researcher removed those items which
were supposed to examine the same construct, but did not receive consistent responses
from the students. The remaining statements, which had fallen within a range of
approximately 0.80 for a reliable survey instrument, were used in the final
questionnaire.
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Table 4.1: Reliability statistics
Cronbach's Alpha

Cronbach's Alpha Based on Standardized Items

N of Items

.813

.822

39

Table 4.1 presents the overall reliability of the final questionnaire. It shows that the
questionnaire is highly reliable with over 80% or .813 of Cronbach‘s alpha reliability.
For the reliability of each item of the questionnaire, see Appendix F. The questionnaire
was designed with L2 learners in mind, so idiomatic expressions and difficult words
were avoided, as were complex grammatical patterns. Making the statements as simple
and as clear as possible had a significant impact on the overall reliability coefficients of
the instrument.
The survey consists of eight areas and each area in the questionnaire explores a
particular L2 topic. However, the items can be categorised into the following six main
groups of constructs: Classroom activities, where the researcher asks the students for
their favourite activities in class. Five activities belong to the group of interactive
activities and seven to the group of activities in which students are not required to be
interactively involved. In the next section on Grouping arrangements, the researcher
asks whether students benefit from working in groups, pairs, individually or one large
group. The Error correction section includes two subsections: 1) preferences for
speaking correction and 2) preferences for writing correction. In the subsection for
Speaking correction, students are asked if they prefer to be corrected immediately or
later, in front of everyone or in private. It is worth mentioning that L2 teachers have
many opportunities to correct students immediately in private, while students are
involved in interactive, small group or pair activities. The section Preferences for
frequency of homework includes statements regarding regularity of homework. The
construct of Assessment and Evaluation follows which also includes two subsections:
1) preference of mode of assessment, where participants answer how they would like to
know how their language is improving, through tasks, class tests or seeing if they can
use the language in real-life situations, and 2) frequency of talking about students‘
progress, where participants are asked how often they would like to talk with their
teacher about their progress in language learning. The last section asks for Preferred
area of language learning which includes the four macroskills of reading, writing,
listening and speaking as well as learning grammar, vocabulary and pronunciation.
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The survey participants were required to respond to each of the questionnaire
statements using a 4-point scale of ―I don‘t like it‖ (on the scale of 1 or 2) or ―I like it‖
(on the scale of 3 or 4) to the degree they like or dislike the construct in question. In
addition to the items which are concerned with learning preferences, the researcher
included an open-ended question asking students what they enjoy most about their
language classes.
Students‘ biographical data were also sought, namely age, gender, native country,
native language, overall length of studying English (for East Asian students) or a
foreign language (for Australian students). Length of studying English or foreign
language in Australia and the type of course in which the students were currently
enrolled is also recorded. This section also includes an open-ended question asking
students why they decided to study English or the foreign language.
It has to be noted that in this study the expressions Preferences or Likes follow Spratt‘s
(1999) usage of the term in its simplest description which means that when a learners
prefer a particular activity, they either enjoy it or find it useful.

Identification of Learner Preferences Using Qualitative Methods
As interviews provide data which are central to the current research aims, the major
part of the methodology used in this study is best described as qualitative. In a
qualitative study, the researcher can use various techniques for data collection or
analysis (Creswell, 2003, 2007; Gall, Gall & Borg, 2003; Merriam, 2002, 2009; Patton,
2002).

It focuses on a clearly defined area of investigation. Furthermore, the

phenomenon under investigation is complex and bound up with the context so that the
important and interacting variables are too composite and too numerous to isolate and
measure. In order to explore students‘ engagement with learning an L2 and to identify
their L2 learning preferences, the current design emphasises insight, discovery,
description and interpretation within a bounded context.
As with any research procedure, reliability, validity and generalisability are prime
concerns (Creswell, 2003). However, these terms have different meanings according to
the position of the researcher (Creswell, 2003, 2007; Jha, 2008). In a positivist
framework, there is an assumption that there are ―true‖ scores which, given a good
enough instrument, can be measured reliably and with validity. That is, the measuring
instrument should capture accurately and with stability the true essence of what is
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being measured. From a non-positivist perspective, however, there are no absolute
truths or universal laws about human processes which can be captured (Creswell,
2003, 2007; Jha, 2008). In such frameworks, the ways in which research findings are
validated are socially construed (Sullivan, 2000). Constructs represent a consensus by
the group concerned. This perspective suggests to the researcher that the criteria for
reliability and validity in education research depend on the recognition of the
community of education researchers. These criteria are constituted by a convergence of
social opinion on what is being investigated and how well this is done analysis
(Creswell, 2003, 2007; Gall, Gall & Borg, 2003; Merriam, 2002, 2009; Patton, 2002).
The researcher‘s understanding of social consensus as the basis for the research
criteria accords with the qualitative approach to education research (for example,
Creswell, 2003, 2007; Gill, 1996; Gall, Gall, & Borg, 2003; Hartley, 1998; Merriam,
2002, 2009; Patton 2002). In particular, Merriam (2002) formulated questions on
reliability, (internal) validity and generalisability (external validity) as they relate to
qualitative research. These questions suggest criteria which fit within the framework of
this study. These criteria are described below, with an overview of the researcher‘s
attempts to satisfy them in the context of this study.
Merriam (2002, p. 27) formulated the question of reliability for qualitative research as
being:
Are the results consistent?
The researcher has sought to provide a basis for recognition of consistency by means of
different modes of ―triangulation‖. This surveying term, now commonly used in
educational research, was first appropriated by Webb et al. (1965) who spoke of
subjecting findings ―to the onslaught of a series of imperfect measures‖ (Miles &
Huberman, 1984, p. 234). This could suggest, however, that the perfect measure
exists. In contrast, from the point of view of this study, triangulation is about different
ways of viewing a phenomenon, each of which is embedded in its own cultural and
social context. Together, these ways provide a multi-faceted perspective on the
phenomenon under investigation and better opportunities for understanding it rather
than one method alone. Nonetheless, from an interpretative perspective, triangulation
remains a principal strategy to ensure validity and reliability (Creswell, 2003, 2007;
Jha, 2008; Merriam, 2002, 2009).
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The modes of triangulation used in this study are as follows:
Triangulation ―between methods‖, that is, different methods of data collection and
exploration were used. Both qualitative analysis and quantitative explorations were
utilised to find congruence and irregularity. For example, interview data were used to
qualitatively supplement students‘ written responses to the survey‘s open-ended
questions, and the researcher used a range of statistical analyses to explore patterns in
the data.
Triangulation ―between investigators‖ was the other mode used. The researcher
checked findings with fellow collaborators, informally in discussions and presentations
and formally by analysing the responses from teacher interviews, perusing
independent classifications of learners‘ language preferences.
The prime question of validity for a qualitative research suggested by Merriam (2002)
is:
How realistic are my findings given the data I have? Can others
recognise that conclusions are supported by the data?
In this study, internal validity was assured by:
Making overt the researcher‘s assumptions and procedures and laying an ―audit trail‖
(Lincoln & Guba, 1985, p. 319), thus making it possible for other researchers to follow
the researcher‘s steps taken from the data collection to the findings;
Making explicit the context, the researcher‘s personal biases and the theoretical
framework (Creswell, 2003, 2007; Jha, 2008);
Suggesting and checking alternative explanations for the findings (Miles & Huberman,
1994);
Most importantly, submitting preliminary analysis for publication, and presenting the
findings at conferences and faculty presentations, thereby ensuring peer examination
of the research (Merriam, 2002).
In order to satisfy user or reader generalisability (external validity) that will enable
other researchers to apply the findings to their own research, the aim of this study is to
make the data accessible – to create a virtual reality so that others can experience the
phenomenon through the researcher‘s eyes (Creswell, 2003, 2007; Jha, 2008).
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Research Rigour
Since Glaser and Strauss (1967) introduced their views with regard to how to conduct
qualitative research, there has been much dialogue on ―grounded research‖, that is, the
requirement for the research structure which should be rather evolved than enforced.
In this study, the beliefs shaped by the researcher‘s learning and teaching of L2
experience, previous research and interest in the students‘ engagement with learning
an L2 and their learning preferences as well as in sociocultural theory resulted in
developing a loose theoretical framework at the beginning of the research. This was
modified and transformed at every phase of the research. The study is exploratory,
based first on observation and intuitions gained by many years of teaching experience,
in particular, teaching an L2 to international and Australian students and undertaking
previous research on the language learning styles of ESL students. The framework
developed through these experiences, then served as the base for developing questions,
hypotheses and procedures for the current study. This theoretical development is
ongoing, extended on by dialogues, debates, and the act of writing this thesis.
Throughout the study, the researcher took the approach to give the students a voice.
The analysis, though influenced by the researcher‘s experiences and by interpretation
of sociocultural approaches, is grounded on the perceptions expressed by the students.

Participants
East Asian Students
The participants for this study were drawn from three Australian-based ELICOS
centres. The participants were full-time East Asian ESL students from Japan (n = 118),
Korea (n = 93) and Taiwan (n = 79) who were enrolled at the above educational
institutions. Pre-intermediate to advanced level students enrolled in courses of General
English and of English for Special Purposes were selected. The following information
lists the main characteristics of the students and the aims of each program:

General English
 Female and male.
 Aged mainly 18 to 25.
 Mainly high school graduates.
 Participate in 25 hours of face-to-face ESL instruction per week.
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 Live with a homestay family or share accommodation in a flat.
 Usually stay between 6 months and a year for the ELICOS course.
 In courses suitable for general English improvement and/or preparation for
English for Special Purposes (ESP) and the English for Academic Purposes
(EAP) courses, Business English (BE), Cambridge Test courses and other
standardised test preparation courses.
 Most of the students‘ minimum education is high school, meaning that after
successful completion of the ELICOS course and passing the International
English Language Testing System (IELTS) test or the International Second
Language Proficiency Rating (ISLPR) test at the required level, they can enrol
in a mainstream course at university or TAFE in Australia or any other Englishspeaking country, or they can return to their home country with improved job
prospects due to their English skills.
 Classes at each level focus on everyday English, and students take part in a
variety of activities. These include: active listening, pair and group practice,
vocabulary and grammar development, role play and drama, excursions to local
places of interest, newspaper reading, discussion in groups, writing workshops,
daily journals (with corrections and grammar activities), music, television and
movies, debates, games, speed reading, self-access and a computer session as a
part of their weekly timetable.
 The average duration of the course is 10-14 weeks.
 Students are assessed on the completion of assessment tasks, which cover the
prescribed assessment.
 Students are presented with a certificate at the end of the General English
course. The certificate states the level of English they achieved, and the length
of their study at the ELICOS centre.

English for Special Purposes
 Female and male.
 Aged mainly 20 to 25.
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 Students entering these programs may have been previously enrolled in
ELICOS general English courses or academic courses at a lower level. They
have generally attained satisfactory high school leaving results in their home
countries, making them eligible for direct entry into tertiary studies in Australia
or any other English-speaking country, once their command of English reaches
an appropriate level. This means that after successful completion of the
ELICOS course and passing the IELTS test or the ISLPR test at the required
level, they can enrol in a mainstream university course in Australia or any other
English-speaking country, or they can return to their home country with
improved job prospects due to their English skills.
 Participate in 25 hours of face-to-face ESL instruction per week.
 Live with a homestay family or share accommodation in a flat or university
dormitory.
 Usually stay between 6 months and a year for an ELICOS course.
 Courses are designed to help students be successful in a particular area of
specialisation; for example, the English for Academic Purposes (EAP) courses
prepare students to succeed in university studies by improving their English
and academic study skills. EAP programs help students achieve the level of
English language proficiency needed to undertake tertiary studies at Australian
and international universities (most universities ask for IELTS 6.0 to 6.5).
Business English (BE) helps students develop the spoken and written
communication skills necessary for using English for business purposes. This
course is most valuable for anyone who will be doing business with English
speakers. Another type of language course for special purposes is preparation
for the Cambridge Test or the IELTS test.
 On average, each course duration is 10-14 weeks.
 Students are assessed on the completion of assessment tasks, which cover the
prescribed assessment.
 Students are presented with a certificate at the end of the English for Special
Purposes course. For example, at the end of the EAP course, students receive a
detailed report of their achievement and they are presented with a certificate
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stating the level of English they achieved and the length of their study in the
EAP course. Students who complete the BE course successfully receive a
Certificate of English for Business.

Australian Students
The participants of this study were drawn from two Australian universities and were
full-time or part-time Australian students (n=103) enrolled in these educational
institutions. Beginner to high intermediate level students of elective and of a major as
an L2 were selected. The following information lists the main characteristics of the
students and the aims of both programs.
 Female and male.
 Aged mainly 18 to 25. Sometimes mature-aged students join the classes as
Certificate Course Students.
 Mainly high school graduates from Australian states.
 Participate in four hours of face-to-face French, Spanish, Japanese or Chinese
instruction per week.
 Live on campus or share accommodation in a flat.
 Usually stay for the whole degree, except for students involved in other degrees
at Bond or Griffith Universities.
 Courses are suitable for beginner to high intermediate level students and for
those participating in exchange programs in France, Spain, Mexico, Japan,
Taiwan or China. The programs help students achieve the level of language
proficiency needed to undertake tertiary studies at international universities on
exchange.
 Most of the students‘ minimum education is high school. Some students have a
much higher level of Japanese or French if they have done immersion at their
school or if they have attended private schools in Australia. Those students
generally begin at Level 3 or 4 Japanese or French and go to Japan or France
on exchange where they are immersed in language and culture.
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 Classes at each level focus on every day, contextual French, Spanish, Japanese
and Chinese language, and students take part in a variety of activities. These
include: active listening, pair and group practice, vocabulary and grammar
development, role play, discussion in groups, music, television and movies,
debates, and self-access as a part of their weekly timetable. PowerPoint
presentations at Levels 3 and 4 replace oral exams where the students choose
polemic issues that generate discussion for the group. The multicultural nature
of the classes provides very interesting comparisons on chosen topics with very
vivid discussions. Classes at all levels are delivered in both the target language
and English, particularly in the earlier levels.
 The average duration of the course is 12-14 weeks, with exams in week 13 or 14.
 Students are assessed on their completion of assessment tasks, which cover the
prescribed task, essays and listening comprehension and class participation. In
Levels 3 and 4, there are aural and written mid-semester and final exams in
these skills.
 Students receive the grades ranging from HD to Fail in each semester.

Second Language Teachers
Twelve teachers, seven females and five males, from two Australian universities and
three Australian-based ELICOS centres were involved in this study. They were drawn
from the same educational institutions, as participating L2 students. The purpose of
their involvement in this study was to ensure deeper insights and more complete
answers to the research questions and in this way to ensure validity and reliability of
this research.
 Aged mainly 35-55.
 Teaching expertise: 2 teachers were qualified to teach and taught French and
Spanish, 2 teachers Japanese, 2 teachers Japanese and ESL, and 6 teachers
ESL.
 All of them were full time teachers.
 The range of their teaching experience was 6 to 18 years.
 All but 2 teachers were multilingual and 10 out of 12 had had experience to
teach in various countries other than Australia.
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Study Procedure
Procedures for this study are divided into three major steps: the procedure for
designing the study, the procedure for collecting data, and the procedure for data
analysis and writing the report.

Procedure for Designing the Study
The sequence of events for this research is shown in Table 4.2.

Table 4.2: Sequence of events
Event

Activity

1

Framing of the research problem and questions; literature review; theoretical
framework

2

Selection of methods and instruments; selection of methodology; research methods

3

Designing the Language Learning Preference Questionnaire and interview questions

4

Approval obtained from the University of Wollongong Ethics Committee to
undertake data collection

5

Compilation and analysis of questionnaire data

6

Collection and analysis of interview data as well as triangulation and interpretation
of the combined data

7

Exposition of findings to as many different audiences as possible (seminars and
conferences as well as discussions with colleagues from LOTE and ELICOS centres)

Designing the Language Learning Preference Questionnaire
In the current study, the questionnaire serves as a starting point to explore the
students‘ preferred ways of engagement in the learning practices and their behaviour
in the classroom setting. For these purposes, the Learning Preference Questionnaire
was developed. As was already mentioned this questionnaire is based on the existing
learning needs and preferences surveys (Bada & Okan, 2000; Kern, 1995; Reid, 1987;
Willing, 1988); however, it was decided to develop a new format for the ELICOS and
LOTE students, as existing questionnaires tended to be either too narrow in their focus
or too complex and confusing in their format and wording. Further, only Reid (1987)
provides information regarding validity, reliability and content or face validity of her
questionnaire; therefore, it is not known if the other abovementioned questionnaires
were thoroughly checked for these very important attributes of a well designed
questionnaire. In this situation, it was decided to develop a new survey which was not
only checked for its validity and reliability, but is also firmly connected with the
purposes of this study.
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Several steps were created for developing a Learning Preference Questionnaire. These
steps are as follows:
 Study the available literature on learning preference questionnaires;
 Select the statements from those survey instruments that the researcher
determined would fulfil the research design and expectations;
 Simplify the language to be accessible by non-native speakers of English;
 Develop the questionnaire;
 Assess the content validity and overall suitability of the draft questionnaire
with experts, including ELICOS and LOTE teachers and academics in the
disciplines of L2 teaching;
 Test the validity, reliability and face validity of the questionnaire on groups of
East Asian ESL and Australian LOTE students;
 Distribute the questionnaire to the target audience.

Rationale for the Four-Point Scale Questionnaire
The main reason for using a four-point scale questionnaire in this study is to avoid
some students giving neutral answers. Reid (1990) among other researchers had
noticed that L2 students differ in the ways they respond to ―normed surveys‖ (p. 336).
Some students have a tendency to respond ―toward the mean‖ (Reid, 1990, p. 336). In
other words, if a questionnaire consists of a 5-point Likert scale with numbers from 1
to 5 or categories from the Strongly Agree, the Agree, the Disagree to the Strongly
Disagree with the Undecided category or any other named category in the middle,
some learners are inclined to prefer number 3 or the Undecided category on the 5point Likert scale than the Strongly Agree or the Strongly Disagree (numbers 1 and 5
on the scale). At the same time, other L2 learners use the whole range of the 5-point
Likert scale in a plausibly constant manner (Reid, 1990, p. 336). Consequently, it was
decided to use the 4-point Likert-type scale to diminish the neutral answers of the
subjects. Furthermore, a 4-point Likert scale allowed for more effective discrimination
between the activities that the students like and dislike as they had no option for a
neutral position and because of this, a bias in the students‘ answers to the
questionnaire was reduced.
When the final draft of the questionnaire was ready, it was submitted to the first stage
of the pilot test.
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Pilot Testing the Draft Questionnaire
The pilot testing of questionnaires is universally considered to be essential, because
responses to what may be misunderstood, ambiguous or incomprehensible questions
can lead to problems of interpretation in the data analysis as well as concerns about
instrument validity and reliability. Thus, the final draft questionnaire was subjected to
two stages of pilot testing. In the first stage, a qualitative approach was used to assess
the content validity and overall suitability of the draft questionnaire. For this, two
panels of 8 and 6 of experts, including ELICOS and LOTE teachers and academics in
the disciplines of second language teaching at an Australian University, were asked to
review the draft questionnaire. Panel members were asked to write comments on the
questionnaire in terms of its ease of use, comprehensibility, meaningfulness, likely
effectiveness, content validity (i.e. did the scale items appear to measure what they
were intended to measure?) and overall suitability. As a result of the feedback received,
some minor modifications were made (such as to individual questions and to the
instructions for completion) and the revised questionnaire was then submitted to the
next stage of the pilot test. On the bases of the expert assessment, it was concluded that
the measurement scales in the draft questionnaire had an acceptable level of content or
face validity.
In the second stage of the pilot test, a quantitative approach was used to assess the
reliability and validity of the instrument. A convenience sample of n = 65 was obtained
from ESL courses. At this stage, students from a few ELICOS classes representing
different levels of English (intermediate and upper-intermediate) from two teaching
institutions participated in this study. The teachers of these courses implemented
activities with the questionnaire into their programs so they were not restricted by
time. That is, teachers asked the students to complete the draft questionnaire during
class time. When the students had done so, they were given the opportunity to
comment on the questionnaire. The same procedure was conducted with the LOTE
students and the teachers. A sample of n=10 was obtained (through word of mouth and
other calls for volunteers at one of the universities the study was conducted) from the
population of interest for the study, that is, Australian students. These Australian
students completed the questionnaire and commented on it in their own time before
returning it to their LOTE teachers. After that, the researcher collected the
questionnaires from the LOTE teachers. No problems were reported by either group,
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and all participants considered that the questionnaire was comprehensible and easy to
complete. The Australian students in particular found the questionnaire statements
exceedingly easy to understand. Data from the completed questionnaires were entered
into the statistics program, SPSS. The data files were checked for accuracy and then
analysed to assess the reliability of the piloted draft questionnaire using Cronbach‘s
alpha.
Cronbach‘s alpha is a coefficient of reliability (or consistency) test for a model or for a
questionnaire‘s internal consistency. Cronbach‘s alpha shapes the reliability of a rating
by summarising a group of test or questionnaire answers which measure some
underlying factors (Hair, Anderson, Tatham & Black, 1998). The factors in this
questionnaire are the items related to language learning preferences. A score is
computed from each test item and the overall rating, called a ‗scale‘, is defined by the
sum of these scores over all the test items. The score can range from 0 to 1. Nunnaly
(1978) has indicated .70 to be an acceptable reliability coefficient for a set of items to
be considered a scale; however, lower or higher thresholds are sometimes used in the
literature. Nevertheless, the higher the score, the greater the reliability is of the
measure of the generated scale.
The statistical analysis procedure for creating and assessing summated scales outlined
by Hair, Anderson, Tatham & Black (1998) was followed with the pilot test data. This
involved the following analyses. First, Cronbach‘s alpha was conducted to determine
whether the questionnaire has internal consistency, or in other words whether it was
unidimensional. Unidimensionality is a statistical term that is conceptually similar to
question clarity in that unidimensional survey questions ask about just one topic at a
time (Hair, Anderson, Tatham & Black 1998). In the case of this survey, the researcher
checked whether all items of the questionnaire measure a single unidimensional
construct associated with language learning preferences. Next, the items with lower
than .80 reliability coefficient were removed. Finally, the remaining 39 items which
had fallen within a range of approximately .80 for a reliable survey instrument were
used in the final questionnaire.

Results of the Pilot Testing
The pilot test sample (n = 75) was made up of 58% females and 42% males. All of them
(100%) were East Asian ELICOS and Australian LOTE students, with most of them
(87%) being East Asian students. The age of the participants ranged from 18 to 37
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years, while more than half (59%) were aged 20-24 years. Given this characteristic, it is
concluded that the pilot test sample was reasonably representative of the population
from which it was drawn and that there were no sample biases which could raise
questions about the generalisability of the pilot test findings.

Interview
The questions for the semi-structured interview were based on the activity theory and
on the data analysis of the students‘ responses undertaken in the questionnaire. The
interview questions were designed to gain in-depth knowledge of the students‘
language learning preferences in relation to their goals, previous learning experiences,
length of studying an L2 in Australia, perceptions, attitudes and beliefs relating to the
L2 course they were currently studying. The interview questions were divided into four
broad areas, as advocated by Patton (2002). These were about:
Background demography, for example:
Have you ever had any experiences in learning a second language
before you started the language course in this institute?

Behaviour or experience, for example:
How did you learn a language before you began to learn in this
institute?
Opinions and values, such as:
Do you think that your previous language learning experiences have
made it easier or more difficult to learn a language in this institute?
Emotional responses and feelings, for example:
What kind of language learning activities do you like most?
Before using them in the interview, the questions were pre-tested with a volunteer
ELICOS East Asian group of students from one of the ELICOS centres where this study
was conducted. The same was done with LOTE students at one of the universities
where this study was carried out. The list of questions (provided in Appendix C and D)
was only used as a guide during the interview time, and neither the exact wording nor
the order of the questions was precisely determined in advance. The same arrangement
was used in conducting the interviews with the L2 teachers.
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Procedure for Collecting Data
To cause as little disturbance as possible to regular tuition, the ESL and LOTE teachers
were first asked if the researcher could conduct an interview with them and their
Japanese, Korean, Taiwanese and Australian students. Next, the researcher asked the
students from these countries if they were prepared to spend about 15-20 minutes after
class time to respond to the learning preference questionnaire and/or the interview. All
the teachers and the students who responded positively to participating in the
interview/questionnaire received a consent form and were asked to meet the
researcher at an arranged time and in an established place after class.
As stated previously, the interview had a semi-structured form. In other words, the
researcher determined the major questions to be asked, but follow-up questions were
used to encourage the participants to extend their responses. In total, the researcher
visited three different ELICOS centres and two universities situated in Australia.

Procedure for Data Analysis and Writing the Report
Data Analysis Plan
Data obtained from the research can broadly be described under the descriptions of
qualitative and quantitative. The qualitative analysis included grouping and coding the
responses from the open-ended questions of the questionnaire and interviews of a
sample of students and teachers to provide further evidence or clarification with
respect to students‘ written responses to the entire questionnaire. To supplement the
qualitative analysis and to validate its findings, quantitative analysis also was applied.
A brief description of each process follows.

Quantitative Analysis
Quantitative analysis was done on the data obtained from the questionnaire. After the
questionnaires were returned, answers from the personal details, background
information and learning preference items were entered into a SPSS Program on a
computer. The individual ethnographic variables and the responses from the language
learning preference questionnaires were coded and analysed. The Pearson correlation
coefficient was used to examine the relationship between types of learning activity and
students‘ nationality, that is, East Asian ESL and Australian LOTE students. Chisquare calculations were also conducted with each of the component variables (39
items) to determine whether there were any significant differences between the
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students‘ age, gender, length of studying an L2 in Australia, type of language course,
nationality (Australian, Japanese, Korean or Taiwanese) and their preferences in L2
learning.

The Chi-square test

determined

if

any

differences

between the

abovementioned variables and the students‘ L2 learning preferences were statistically
different (p<0.05)
Using cross-tabulation, the findings from the questionnaire were calculated as dichotic
variables. In other words, the percentages from the scale ‗I like it‘ and ‗I like it a lot‘
were added, and then the mean percentage was calculated to find out which classroom
activities and procedures the students liked. The same formula was applied to the scale
‗I don‘t like it at all‘ and ‗I don‘t like it‘ to find out which classroom activities and
procedures the students did not like. In this way, the preference mean percentage was
created.
The preference mean percentage from the dichotic variables was classified into two
ranges: positive and negative learning preferences. Percentages of 50 and above qualify
as positive learning preference – or those that are most preferred by the student – and
percentages of 49 or less are classified as negative learning preference and are seen as
those generally neglected or disliked by the student.

Qualitative Analysis -The Interview Method
Volunteer students and teachers were interviewed within a few weeks of the students‘
completion of the questionnaire. The interviews were conducted in the students‘ and
teachers‘ free time, either in the common rooms, classrooms or staff rooms of the
educational institutions involved in this study. The purpose of the interviews was to
obtain the other person‘s perspective.

To be successful, the interviewer must be

neutral, that is non-judgemental, and have rapport with the participants. The
protection of the respondents must be ensured and ethical issues taken into account
(Creswell, 2003, 2007; Gall, Gall & Borg, 2003; Merriam, 2002, 2009; Patton, 2002).
The interviews were audiotaped and transcribed by the researcher, as a way of getting
close to the data. The data were categorised by the questionnaire categories and
additional theme categories revealed in this study. Responses, on a question-byquestion basis, were classified based on grouping similar types together; that is, the
key characteristics of similar responses were collated (Creswell, 2003, 2007; Gall, Gall
& Borg, 2003; Merriam, 2002, 2009; Patton, 2002). This procedure was refined over a
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few months so that initial classifications could be re-organised or redefined until each
classification could be identified by a title; that is, the similarity of the responses could
be grouped and given a label that specifically described the essence of that category. In
many cases, the participants used similar words or phrases, and the most common
phrase was chosen to describe the category. This matching language technique also
provided a useful means with which to differentiate between the boundaries of
disparate approaches. When this was not possible, responses were not classified in the
same category. In some cases, these responses formed the basis for new classifications.
Finally, responses which did not appear to have anything in common with any of the
major classifications or with any other responses were coded as responses that require
an additional interview for clarification. The same course of action was applied to the
open-ended questions from the questionnaire.
The above procedure was repeated over twelve months, on separate occasions, until
the researcher was satisfied that the criteria for classifying a response into a particular
category were justified, that is, the classifications were stable with respect to
interpretation. In addition, a test of coder reliability was undertaken and all questions
in the study were coded by an experienced worker in the field.

The technique

employed involved the co-worker initially discussing the categories used and an initial
trial coding of 10% randomly selected responses on each question. This process
allowed for any anomalies or misunderstandings to be clarified. It also resulted in the
refinement of some categories for some responses. The final test for coder reliability
involved a random sample of 20% of all responses to all questions. The reliability was
very high, with a range of 0.95 to 1.

Combining Qualitative with Quantitative Analysis of the Interviews
Finally, in preparation for the statistical analysis to be undertaken, some classifications
containing comparatively small numbers of students were combined so that, in
general, only four to eight categories were listed. The labels established above for the
various classifications formed the basis of a summary table, which is presented for
each question. In addition, and to indicate the diversity of responses, the number of
students who responded to each type of answer is included in the summary table.
Typical responses for each classification are presented in tables. For the convenience of
the researcher, each nationality group (Japanese, Korean, Taiwanese or Australian)
was analysed independently, and although the results are presented in the same table,
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they are listed according to nationality. Any significant differences between the four
groups are addressed in the analysis. Typical responses for each summary table are
presented, and where appropriate, examples from the students‘ interviews are
included.

Ethics
This study was approved by the University of Wollongong Human Research Ethics
Committee. In order to ensure that the researcher fulfilled the ethical obligations to the
students and teachers participating in this research, the following issues were
addressed:
Voluntary participation
Questionnaire
The researcher invited students both orally and in writing (see page 1 of the
questionnaire) to respond to the questionnaire. The purpose of the research and how
the students‘ responses would be used were explained to the participants. Students
who did not wish to complete a portion of the questionnaire, or indeed the whole
questionnaire, were at liberty to discontinue. No pressure was brought to bear on
them.
Interviews
Only students who gave their written consent were interviewed and only teachers who
agreed to participate in this research and who gave their written consent were
interviewed. All interviews took place on a face-to-face basis and were audiotaped.
Hence, the participants were able to see when the tape recorder was running, and the
researcher invited them to switch the recorder off at any time if they so wished.
The researcher asked the students and the teachers to sign a consent form (reproduced
in Appendix C, D for L2 students, and Appendix E for L2 teachers). The researcher also
signed this form, assuring the participant of confidentiality and explaining again the
purpose of the research. During the interview, each participant was given the
opportunity to ask any questions and discuss any difficulties relating to L2 learning.
Some students and teachers took this opportunity to ask questions related to this
research. The participants were offered full editorial rights over the transcript of their
own interviews. None opted to take advantage of this offer.
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Disclosure of the research aims
All participants were informed of the research aims: in writing, on the questionnaire
and the interview consent form, and verbally. The teaching staff were invited to discuss
the research with the researcher at various stages of preparation for the thesis and
analysis.
Guarantee of confidentiality
All students and staff participating in this study were guaranteed confidentiality.
Pseudonyms are used throughout.
Opportunity to complain of any ethical misconduct on the researcher’s
part
Students and teachers were given written information on the consent form as to who
could be addressed regarding any complaints or reservations about any aspect of their
participation in this research. They were asked to tear off this the part of the consent
form in order to maintain their access to this information.

Conclusion
The aim of this research is to illuminate students‘ engagement with learning an L2 by
investigating their learning preferences. To do this, a spectrum of methodologies is
available to the researcher. Methodologies are not defined by the types of data
collection or analytic techniques deployed, but by the purpose of the investigation. In
this research, the aim was to understand the students‘ engagement with learning an L2
from their own perspectives, taking into account the context of their responses. By
using a variety of methods of data collection and analysis, the researcher has
endeavoured to shed light on some aspects of the complexity of learning an L2.
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Preferences and Sociocultural Issues
among Studied Groups
Introduction
The following chapters (Chapters 5-7) present the results relating to the study‘s
primary research questions. These chapters contain the results derived from the
analysis of the data collected from the questionnaire survey (n = 393) as well as the
interviews (n = 89) of East Asian and Australian L2 learners and interviews (n = 12) of
L2 teachers. These students were enrolled at the five selected education institutes in
Australia, following the procedure discussed in Chapter 4.
The major purpose of this study was to investigate students‘ engagement with learning
a second language. Specifically, this research investigation attempted to: (a) explore
the L2 learning preferences of East Asian and Australian students studying in an
Australian context; (b) identify self-perceived changes in the learning preferences of
these students since they came to Australia (for the East Asian students) or as they
progress with their language learning (for the Australian students); (c) identify
influences of the students‘ language learning goals and experiences in their responses
to language learning.
The research questions for this study, delineated in Chapters 1 and 4, are repeated
below for the convenience of the reader.
The principal research question is:
How do students engage with second language learning?
This question is divided into the following subquestions:
How do the East Asian ESL students and the Australian LOTE students in this study
describe their language learning preferences?
To what extent do the East Asian ESL students perceive any changes in their language
learning preferences, attitudes and behaviour since coming to Australia?
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To what extent do the Australian LOTE students perceive differences in their language
learning preferences, attitudes and behaviour as they progress with their language
learning?
To what extent do differences in the East Asian ESL students‘ and Australian LOTE
students‘ language learning goals and experiences impact on their response to
language learning?
This chapter presents the findings of the data analyses to determine the overall L2
learning preferences of the respondents from the questionnaire and the interviews.
The results are presented through the overall profiles of the respondents, the responses
from the two open-ended questions from the questionnaire supported by the
interviews, the descriptive analyses of the primary survey components, and the crosstabulation and Chi-square test analyses. The last section draws some conclusions from
the data.

Profiles of the Respondents
As portrayed in Table 5.1, 157 (39.9%) of the questionnaire respondents were male and
236 (60.1%) were female. This table also reveals that 39 (43.8%) of the 89 interview
respondents were male and 50 (56.2%) were female.

Table 5.1: The results by gender
Questionnaire

Interview

Gender
Number

%

Number

%

Male

157

39.9

39

43.8

Female

236

60.1

50

56.2

Total

393

100.0

89

100.0

As far as nationality is concerned, the questionnaire respondents in Table 5.2 represent
103 (26.2%) Australian students, 118 (30%) Japanese students, 93 (23.7%) Korean
students and 79 (20.1%) Taiwanese students. As indicated in the same table, interviews
were conducted with 21 (23.6%) Australian students, 23 (25.8%) Japanese students, 28
(31.5%) Korean students, and 17 (19.1%) Taiwanese students.
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Table 5.2: Participants by country of origin
Questionnaire
Country of origin

Interview

Number

% of total
questionnaires

Number

% of total
interviews

Australia

103

26.2

21

23.6

Japan

118

30.0

23

25.8

Korea

93

23.7

28

31.5

Taiwan

79

20.1

17

19.1

Total

393

100.0

89

100.0

Table 5.3 presents the age groups of the questionnaire and interview participants. It
shows that most of the questionnaire respondents, 229 (87.8%), were between 21-30
years of age, while 116 (29.5%) were less than 21 years of age, and 48 (12.2%) were over
30 years of age. Table 5.3 also shows that of the interview participants, 16 (18.0%) were
less than 21 years of age, while the majority, 53 (69.5%), were between 21-30 years of
age, with the remaining 20 participants (22.5%) being over 30 years of age.

Table 5.3: Respondents by age
Questionnaire

Interview

Age
Number

%

Number

%

under 21

116

29.5

16

18.0

21 - 24

121

30.8

27

30.3

25 - 30

108

27.5

26

39.2

over 30

48

12.2

20

22.5

Totals

393

100.0

89

100.0

Table 5.4 gives information associated with age and gender characteristics of all the
students who participated in this study.
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Table 5.4: Age and gender characteristics of the total sample
Sample gender and
age distribution

Questionnaire

Interview

Males

157

39

Females

236

50

Age of males

Mean 25.20

S.D. 8.08

Mean 26.15

S.D. 7.09

Age of females

Mean 24.80

S.D. 7.49

Mean 24.96

S.D. 4.85

Age of combined sample Mean 25.00

S.D. 7.79

Mean 25.55

S.D. 5.97

Table 5.5 represents data from the questionnaires and the interviews regarding the
East Asian students‘ length of time spent studying English in Australia and the
Australian students‘ length of time spent studying any L2. It reveals that more than
half of the questionnaire respondents, 253 (64.4%), and almost half of the
interviewees, 51 (49.5%), have studied an L2 for less than six months in Australia (East
Asians) or at university (Australians). The table also reveals that 99 (25.2%) of the
questionnaire respondents and 26 (29.2%) of the interview participants have studied
between 6 and 12 months, while the lowest group of questionnaire respondents, 41
(10.4%), and interview participants, 16 (18.0%), have studied English in Australia or
another L2 at university for more than 12 months.

Table 5.5: Duration of study of total sample
Questionnaires

Interviews

Months
Number

%

Number

%

253

64.4

47

52.8

6 - 12

99

25.2

26

29.2

over 12

41

10.4

16

18.0

Total

393

100.0

89

100.0

less than 6

Table 5.6 shows information from the questionnaires and the interviews respectively
regarding the students‘ classes. While 296 (75.3%) of the respondents of the
questionnaire attended general language classes, 97 (24.7%) attended language classes
for special purposes. As far as the interviewed students are concerned, 70 (78.7%) were
from general language classes and 19 (21.3%) were from language classes for special
purposes.
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Table 5.6: Class based results
Questionnaire

Interview

Class
General Language
Language for Special Purposes
Total

Number

%

Number

%

296

75.3

70

78.7

97

27.7

19

21.3

393

100.0

89

100.0

Reasons for Learning an L2
This section reports on the students‘ consideration of studying an L2 based on the
responses to the first open-ended survey question:
Why did you decide to study English? (for the East Asian students),
and
Why did you decide to study a foreign language? (for the Australian
students)
As previously mentioned, the purpose of asking the East Asian and the Australian
students these respective questions was to gain fundamental insights into the
participants‘ reasons for L2 learning. The students were asked to only give short
answers, so most responses were brief.
An examination of the data revealed that the students‘ answers could be broadly
categorised into six groups which were labelled ‗Employment prospects‘, ‗Further
study in English/foreign language‘, ‗Personal development‘, ‗Universal language‘ (East
Asian students studying English), ‗Component of a major‘ (Australian students), and
‗Other‘. The first group consisted of those students who claimed that they ‗wanted to
get a better job‘ or ‗it [an L2] is necessary for me to do businesses‘. These answers were
all classed as ‗Employment Prospects‘. The second group was labelled as ‗Further
Study in English/Foreign Language‘ and included responses from those participants
who claimed that they ‗want to study in an English-speaking country‘ or they ‗want to
study overseas in one of the universities in Japan‘, in the case of Australian students.
The third group, ‗Personal Development‘, all commented that English or another L2
was somehow related to their personal interest, such as singing songs in English or
another L2, watching movies in English or another L2, learning about another
country‘s history and culture, or travelling. The fourth group was categorised as
‗Universal Language‘ and included responses from those East Asian students who
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claimed that ‗English is the common world language‘ or the ‗international language‘.
The fifth group was labelled as ‗Component of a Major Course‘ and incorporated
answers from Australian students who studied an L2 as ‗part of [their] major‘ course.
The category ‗Other‘ consisted of those who named a variety of reasons for studying
English or another L2 and were not easily classifiable into the above groups.
No significant differences were found in responses regarding age and gender; however,
nationality, length of L2 study and the type of class attended (general language or
language for special purposes) produced slight statistically significant differences in
responses. These issues will be discussed in more details in this chapter as well as in
the Chapters 6 and 7.
Table 5.7 summarises the distribution of the reasons for L2 study as classified into
categories and in respect to each studied nationality background. Many students gave a
number of reasons which fall into different categories; hence, the rows and columns
add up to far more than 100%. Percentages are calculated from the number of students
surveyed in each subcategory (Japan = 118, Korea = 93, Taiwan = 79, Australia = 103)
and are rounded to whole numbers.

Table 5.7: Nationality and purpose of study
Japan
%

Korea
%

Taiwan
%

Australia
%

Employment prospects

47

62

45

13

Future study in English/foreign language

28

21

23

5

Personal development

18

10

8

71

Universal language

42

35

33

-

Component of a major course

-

-

-

25

Other

3

2

1

1

Reasons

As can be seen from Table 5.7, the reasons for L2 study were found to have varied and
significant differences, not only between the East Asian students and the Australian
students, but also between the subgroups of the East Asian students (Japanese,
Korean, Taiwanese). While the greater proportion of East Asian students study English
due to employment prospects, or for using English as a means of instruction in their
university study, or because it is a contemporary lingua franca, most of the Australian
students see learning an L2 from the perspective of personal development or as a
component of a major course.
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The findings from the questionnaires were complemented by the interview findings
which revealed that the reasons for L2 study could be put into the same categories. The
quoted sentences below were transcribed from the students‘ interviews.
Most of the East Asian students were motivated by English being an international or
universal language. They repeatedly stated, ‗…if I know English, I can communicate
with people around the world‘ (ESL S16), or ‗I like to read up-to-date information from
the Internet and know many things before they will be translated into my language‘
(ESL S17). Many of the students study English, because they want to improve their
employment prospects. A common statement by the students was, ‗I like to have a
better job‘ (ESL S24), or ‗If you know English you can have a better job‘ (ESL S25).
Another reason for studying English was that the students want to study in an Englishspeaking country. They made similar remarks to the following, ‗I want to study in an
Australian or an American university, so I have to know English‘ (ESL S27).
Most of the Australian students decided to study a foreign language because of
intrinsic motivation, ‗I really enjoy learning this language‘ (LOTE S4), ‗I‘m interested
in everything we learn in our language class‘ (LOTE S5), or ‗I would join this class even
if it wouldn‘t be compulsory‘ (LOTE S10). However, some of the Australian students
declared that they mainly studied a foreign language to satisfy the university language
requirements. Their responses indicated that a L2 was integrated into their major as a
discipline, but without specifying why this was so. Expressing a view held by these
students, one participant said: ‗This is a part of my course, but I don‘t know why I have
to do it‘ (LOTE S8).
The interviewed teachers confirmed the students‘ views on the above statements and
half of them, i.e. teachers, formulated a similar claim to one teacher who commented,
‗Some students studied L2, because they felt they had to without any intrinsic interest
in language learning. However, we also have students who really enjoy studying
languages and they are highly motivated in learning‘ (T2).
Some of the Australian students, in common with the East Asian students, learn an L2
to obtain financial benefits by improving their employment possibilities. A typical
response was, ‗I learn this language to obtain a better job‘ (LOTE S87).
The current study reveals that most of the Australian students were studying an L2 for
their personal development. Their goal of L2 learning is best described by the
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following students, ‗I was always interested in learning a foreign language and different
cultures‘ (LOTE S10), or ‗I started in high school and had a keen interest in the
language/culture‘ (LOTE S84). Further acknowledgement was expressed by most
participants as follows, ‗Interested in other countries, especially Asia‘ (LOTE S85), ‗…
always dreamed to be able to use a foreign language‘ (LOTE S86), and to ‗broaden
prospects‘ (LOTE S89).

Summary of the Students’ Reasons for L2 Learning
A large majority of the East Asian participants in this study testified that they chose to
learn English in the hope of increased career opportunities. They see a greater
likelihood of obtaining better jobs by knowing English, because it is widely spoken
around the world. Further, by studying English, some of these students are preparing
themselves for opportunities to study in English-speaking countries such as Australia
or the US. The East Asian students are also aware that English, as an international
language, gives them greater opportunities to communicate with people and access
various media from around the world. It will also enable them to access resources
printed in English before they are translated into their own language. Only a small
percentage of East Asian students distinguished learning English as a means of
personal development to improve their general knowledge in this particular area.
A majority of the Australian students in the current study reported that their reason for
learning an L2 was dictated primarily by personal development (71%). Living in a
multicultural country such as Australia and studying in a multicultural environment,
the Australian participants were interested in knowing more about different countries,
cultures and languages. This, therefore, was the main reason for their study of a
foreign language. Some of the Australian respondents also mentioned employment
opportunities either in Australia or overseas in Asia or Europe, and chose to study an
L2 to suit this purpose. Another reason for Australian students studying an L2 was
because it was a component of a major course they were doing. Some of the students
in this group had very positive experiences and stated that they would study an L2
regardless of it being compulsory or not. However, there was also a small group of
participants who studied an L2 only because of the university‘s language requirements.
These students were not really interested in learning an L2 and wondered why they
had to do it.
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The above categories distinguish the students‘ reflections on self-realisation from their
perceptions of culturally-valued factors. This qualitative difference may be interpreted
in terms of Leont‘ev‘s (1978, p. 92) differentiation between ―personal sense‖, which has
individual, psychological significance, and his notion of ―meaning‖ as being collective
or socially approved. These findings have important implications for teaching an L2 as
a general language course or language for special purposes for both East Asian and
Australian students. On Leont‘ev‘s first stratum of analysis (see Chapter 3), it is
motivation that determines the individual‘s or group‘s activity (Leont‘ev, 1981). Actions
are driven by motives, and the ways in which these motives emerge and develop in
their

socioculturally

organised

settings

govern

the

structure,

quality

and

transformations of the activity – in this case how the students engage with the learning
task. The findings of this section suggest that those participants who expressed
positive, goal-directed reasons for studying an L2 had ―internalised‖ (Leont‘ev, 1981),
extrinsically endorsed reasons for doing so, for example the necessity of knowing
Japanese and English to be able to work as a translator. For most of the participants,
L2 learning had a ―personal sense‖ (Leont‘ev, 1978) for their long-term goals and selffulfilment.

Most Enjoyable Aspects for Students
This section of the chapter reports on the students‘ most enjoyable aspects of L2
learning according to the responses to the second open-ended survey question:
What do you enjoy most about your language class?
As for the first question, students were asked to provide short answers, so again the
majority of students responded to the question briefly. The procedure for
categorisation of data was the same as for the first question in that the students‘
answers were again broadly categorised into groups. The data revealed that the
students‘ responses could be generally classified into the following five categories:
‗Interaction with Classmates and Teachers‘, ‗Studying with People from Different
Countries‘, ‗Variety of Activities‘, ‗Intellectual Value‘ and ‗Learning Atmosphere‘.
The first category comprised such responses as ‗…enjoy talking with teachers and the
classmates‘ or ‗ interact with other members of the language class‘. These responses
were all labelled as ‗Interaction with Classmates and Teachers‘. The second group was
classed as ‗Studying with People from Different Countries‘ and incorporated such
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responses as ‗enjoy being in the same language class with people from different
nations‘ or ‗interact with students who come from different cultures‘. The third group,
‗Variety of Activities‘, contains responses on students‘ enjoyment of having experiences
with different kind of activities. The fourth group was classified as ‗Intellectual Value‘
and included answers that the most enjoyable aspect of the language class is
‗constantly increasing/improving knowledge of both culture and practical aspects‘, or
‗learning not only language, but also improving general knowledge through second
language‘. The fifth category was named ‗Learning Atmosphere‘ and incorporated all of
the students‘ responses associated with the emotional aspect of studying an L2 such as
‗I enjoy the learning atmosphere, challenges, and friendliness‘, ‗friendly teachers and
students‘, or ‗friendly atmosphere‘.
No statistically significant differences were found in responses regarding subgroups of
gender, age, length of L2 study, nationality or type of class (general language or
language for special purposes) in this section of the study.
Table 5.8 shows the most enjoyable aspects associated with L2 learning for all
participants. Percentages are calculated on the number of students surveyed (393) and
are rounded to whole numbers.

Table 5.8: The most enjoyable aspects of language learning
The most enjoyable aspect of second language learning

Overall percentage

Interaction with classmates and teachers

42

Studying with people from different countries

18

Variety of activities

27

Intellectual value

15

Learning atmosphere

21

As in the first open-ended question of the questionnaire, the students sometimes gave
more than one answer.
The responses from the questionnaire corresponded highly with those from the
interviews, adding clear information to the established categories. The citations below
come from the students‘ interviews.
For most of the interviewed students, the most enjoyable aspect of L2 learning was
interaction with other students and teachers. Most students declared their feelings
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similar to one participant who noted, ‗I enjoy talking with the teachers and the
classmates, especially classmates who come from different cultures‘ (ESL S65). They
frequently made similar remarks to the following: ‗it is a great pleasure to be involved
in the kinds of activities where we can interact with each other‘ (LOTE S4). Other often
repeated statements were akin to the following remarks: ‗I mostly enjoy talking to
other students and to my teacher‘ (ESL S23), or ‗… when we try to resolve problems
with other classmates and teachers‘ (ESL S25).
Interaction gives students more active roles in their learning and also provides the
opportunity to act as resources of learning from each other (Vygotsky, 1978). Many of
the students in this study stated that they ‗really enjoy studying with people from other
countries and communicate with them [while] involved in different kinds of activities‘
(ESL S72) as well as ‗learn from each other… and exchange information with each
other about customs, beliefs and traditions‘ (ESL S63). Moreover, ‗it is wonderful to be
able to study language in an international environment… [and] interact with each
other and help each other in different activities‘ (LOTE S87), or ‗in my language class, I
like to be with students who represent different countries… and when we can learn
from each other…and help each other if we have some problems in understanding…
what we have to do‘ (ESL S35).
The above statements were confirmed by the interviewed teachers, most of whose
responses were similar to one teacher who remarked that, ‗Students generally enjoy an
international mix and are dissatisfied if the make-up of their class is predominately
their own language group…they also enjoy interacting with each other and work on a
given task in small groups‘ (T9).
Another aspect of students‘ enjoyment in the current study was exposure to a vast
array of activities. During the interviews, the majority of the students stated that they
‗…enjoy many different activities‘ (ESL S35), they like ‗to be exposed to different kinds
of activities‘ (LOTE S3), or they like ‗…. teachers [to] focus on different skills in
language learning and ….to teach the same skills… in different ways‘ (LOTE S88).
These responses indicated that the students are open to a variety of activities and are
willing to learn an L2 through diverse modes of delivery.
In the category of ‗Intellectual Value‘, many respondents commented that they enjoy
increasing their general knowledge through reading, listening, or discussing different
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topics using their L2 as a mode of communication. They often expressed views similar
to the following two participants, ‗Talking about current issues not only helps you to
learn another language, but also enables you to learn about important topics‘ (LOTE
S2), and ‗…learning a new language and understanding different issues in this new
language is really enjoyable‘ (LOTE S6). In this way, students build their literacy skills
and learn about language and content areas (Haley & Austin, 2004). When asked why
this aspect of language learning is very enjoyable for them, students answered, ‗There
is a satisfaction in broadening your horizons and it makes you feel happy‘ (LOTE S89),
‗It gives you a feeling of satisfaction to understand speakers of another language‘
(LOTE S84), or ‗It is wonderful to be able to express yourself in a language other than
your own‘ (LOTE S2). This kind of elucidation can be explained through learners‘ ―selfrealisation‖, which is strongly emphasised in sociocultural approaches (Vygotsky,
1978).
The last category which was derived from the question on the most enjoyable aspects
of language learning is ‗Learning Atmosphere‘. As previously mentioned, all of the
statements associated with the participants‘ feelings and emotions fall into this
category. Most of the interviewed students declared that it is very important for them
to have friendly and relaxed relationship with their teachers and classmates. This kind
of rapport encourages them to participate in classroom activities and produce more
work. As one student claimed, ‗I‘m shy, but if the teacher is friendly and supports me in
my work, and I feel comfortable with my classmates, I feel more open and can do more
because I‘m happy‘ (ESL S44). Such sentiments represent many typical responses.
Another frequently mentioned statement was, ‗I enjoy being surrounded by friendly
classmates and teachers‘ (LOTE S1), or ‗…friendly atmosphere, that‘s what I like in my
class‘ (LOTE S3).
This part of the current study also revealed that if L2 learners are surrounded by warm
teachers and friendly classmates, they overcome their fear of making mistakes much
more easily. The interview respondents often stated, ‗If I don‘t know the correct answer
for sure and I don‘t know whether my teacher and my classmates will react in a
friendly way, I‘d rather not say anything‘ (ESL S49). Most of the students reported
that they are afraid of being criticised when they give an incorrect answer or pronounce
some words inaccurately, which is a major reason why they are often silent. However, a
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friendly, sociable atmosphere leads to building students‘ confidence and enjoyment of
learning.
These findings are in accordance with Vygotsky‘s perhaps least acknowledged concept
‗perezhivanie‘ (lived experience), which identifies the way in which the learners
become aware of, deal with, and develop the emotional part of social interaction (Mahn
& John-Steiner, 2002).

Summary of the Most Enjoyable Aspects of L2 Learning
This open-ended question revealed that the most enjoyable aspect of L2 learning was
that the participants could interact with their teachers and other students in a variety
of activities. This and a friendly learning atmosphere were effective factors in directing
students toward a higher level of confidence. They were willing to play an active role in
classes. They also greatly enjoyed having the opportunity to study with students who
represent different cultures, as well as extending their general knowledge using L2 as a
medium of instruction.
The findings of this section provide a deeper understanding of the nature of the
students‘ enjoyment in the language learning environment. If L2 educators are to
stress the value of their courses, they also have to consider how to enhance their
lessons to make them more enjoyable. This can be achieved by viewing L2 learning as
distributed, interactive, contextual and as the result of learners‘ participation in a
friendly, non-threatening environment. Second language teachers need to consider
their students‘ subjective evaluations in terms of pleasure or gratification.
Sociocultural theory requires the teacher and students to play less formal roles as they
interact or collaborate with each other. In this way, learning becomes a reciprocal
experience for the students and the teacher, and the students emphasised this aspect
as a means of enjoyment. Students‘ enjoyment comes not only from being with each
other, but also from learning from each other and about each other. These phenomena
could be explained in the context called by Vygotsky (1978) the Zone of Proximal
Development (ZPD), where a student can perform a task under adult guidance or with
peer collaboration that could not be achieved alone. The ZPD bridges the gap between
what is known and what can be known. Vygotsky (1978) claimed that learning occurred
in this zone and therefore focused on the connections between people and the cultural
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context and the way in which they act and interact in shared experiences (Lantolf,
2000; Lantolf & Thorne, 2006, 2007; Lantolf & Poehner, 2008; Wells, 1999).

Overall Learning Preferences
The individual responses from the questionnaire were categorised according to
learning preferences. The answers from Part II of the questionnaire were entered onto
the Scoring Form and calculated. As previously stated in Chapter 4, the Language
Learning Preference Questionnaire consists of six categories, two of which have two
subcategories. For the convenience of the reader, the categories and subcategories are
repeated as follows: 1) Learning preference for particular kinds of classroom activities;
2) Learning preference for grouping arrangement; 3) Learning preference for work
correction - a) verbal communication correction, b) written work correction; 4)
Learning preference for homework frequency; 5) Learning preference for learning
feedback - a) manner of knowing about language improvement, b) frequency talking
about progress; and 6) Learning preference for particular areas of language learning.

Overall Results
Table 5.9 to Table 5.14 represent the overall percentage of learning preferences of the
East Asian and Australian students studying an L2 in an Australian context.
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Table 5.9: Learning preference for particular kinds of classroom activities
Overall Percentage
In the language class I want to learn by

Don’t like

Like

Role play (drama, dialogue with classmates)

31

69

Language games with lots of action

28

72

Conversations with other students

12

88

Solving problems in groups

27

73

Grammar exercises

30

70

Pronunciation practice

17

83

Going out with the class and practising language

25

75

Memorising conversations/dialogues

44

56

Reading in front of the class

54

46

Reading newspaper/magazine articles

39

61

Copying from the board

54

46

Making a presentation to the class

50

50

Chi-Square Test: Pearson Chi-Square, df 1, p≤0.05

Table 5.10: Learning preference for grouping arrangement
Overall Percentage
In the language class I prefer to work

Don’t like

Like

By myself (alone)

40

60

In pairs

19

81

In small groups

29

79

In one large group

21

79

Grammar exercises

66

34

Chi-Square Test: Pearson Chi-Square, df 1, p≤0.05
The above Table 5.9 and Table 5.10 show that most of the respondents preferred
interactive types of activity such as conversations with other students (88%), language
games (72%) and solving problems in groups (73%). Going out with the class and
practising language skills were also associated with interaction between students, and
this kind of activity was rated highly (75%). Further, students preferred working in
pairs (81%) and small groups (79%) rather than individually (60%) or in one large
group (34%).
The interviews confirmed the findings from the questionnaire. Most interviewees
recognised interactive types of instructional activity as the most favourable. They often
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stated, ‗…. in the classroom with others, I prefer to be involved in language activities in
which I can interact with other students and the teacher, I think these types of
activities are best for me‘ (ESL S15) and ‗I think that most of the activities are very
good for language development and for overall development too, but if I had to choose
between working in isolation or working together, I would say that I prefer to work
with others‘ (LOTE S6).
The interviews also clarified reasons for these preferences. Students often stated that
they like to interact with other students and teachers, because this way they can better
understand learning materials, they learn more quickly and their learning is more
enjoyable. Some commented, ‗When…interacting with others you can always ask
questions if you don‘t understand the meaning of something in the text and sometimes
you can help other students to understand the text too‘ (ESL S14) or ‗….if it is difficult
to understand what we have to do with a reading or listening activity or with other
materials, it is better to work together because we can help each other and we learn
more quickly‘ (ESL S42), or ‗Sometimes it‘s good to work alone, especially when we
have to concentrate on writing, but…interacting with other students is very enjoyable‘
(ESL S56).
This finding is in accordance with the second open-ended question (What do you enjoy
most about your language class?) of the questionnaire which was used in this study. It
is also in accordance with previous studies such as Nunan (1999) and Widdows and
Voller (1991) who stated that L2 learners are active learners, even if they are studying
English literature as their major. In the latter case, there is usually not much
interaction between students as the main focus is on individual reading and
translating. Nunan (1999) and Widdows and Voller (1991) showed that where students
studied English literature, they preferred interactive types of activities rather than
concentrating constantly on reading or translating.
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Table 5.11 below portrays the respondents‘ preferences for work correction and is
divided into two subsections: 1) oral work correction, and 2) written work correction.

Table 5.11: Learning preference for work correction
Overall Percentage
When I speak I prefer to be corrected

Don’t like

Like

Immediately, in front of everyone

35

65

Immediately, in private

34

66

Later, at the end of the activity, in front of everyone

55

54

Later, in private

52

48

Overall Percentage
In the language class I like it when

Don’t like

Like

The teacher sometimes asks me to correct my own work

20

80

Other students sometimes correct my work

34

66

9

91

The teacher corrects my work

Chi-Square Test: Pearson Chi-Square, df 1, p≤0.05
With respect to work correction throughout speaking activities, a large number of
language learners preferred to be corrected immediately (65%). During the interviews,
this group of students revealed that they want to be corrected immediately, because
they ‗remember what kind of mistake was made and can associate mistake with
correction‘ (LOTE S5). They often stated that ‗I definitely prefer to be corrected
immediately a mistake correction later on is not relevant, because I don‘t remember
what I said‘ (ESL S16).
As far as written work is concerned, even though the respondents did not mind
correcting their own work (82%) or having other students correct their work (66%),
they preferred it when the teacher corrected it (91%). When interviewing the students,
they often stated that they understood the benefits of self-correction as one declared, ‗I
know how much I can gain from self-correction, so sometimes I don‘t mind doing this
kind of activity to improve my spelling or sentence writing skills‘ (ESL S29). However,
some of the students admitted that they simply do not know how to correct their own
or other students‘ work and they felt uncomfortable, because they were not sure if their
corrections were accurate. This is why they preferred the teacher‘s correction. The
following passage from one student was fairly typical of the other students interviewed
when discussing their own or other students‘ work correction. This student stated, ‗To
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be honest, I don‘t like this kind of activity because I don‘t know how to correct other‘s
work, I feel very frustrated doing this even when I correct my own work, I‘m not sure
what I‘m doing. Without a doubt, I prefer it when the teacher corrects my work‘ (ESL
S47).
The interviews revealed that students do not mind self or peer correction if they can
follow some model of how to do it. An example of this would be when students do an
activity where they have to fill in the gaps with appropriate words while listening to
information, or when they read a text or have dictation. When finished, the teacher
writes the correct answers on the board or on papers which are distributed to the
students, who then correct their own or other students‘ work from the given model.
This kind of correction is enjoyable and not threatening; however, correction without a
model is less appreciated. Participants often declared that, ‗I can correct my own or my
classmates‘ work when the teacher shows me the answers then I feel comfortable and I
know that my correction is accurate. Without examples, it is very difficult because
sometimes I‘m not sure if my answers are correct‘ (ESL S30). It was also revealed that
the students do not like correcting their own pieces of written work much for the same
reason. Many of them stated, ‗I don‘t want to make mistakes when correcting writing‘
(ESL S40). Another response to this question was that some students had never been
exposed to peer-correction, and only sometimes to self-correction; therefore, it was
difficult for them to decide if they liked this kind of activity. These issues will be
discussed further in section 4 of this chapter.
Table 5.12 shows the respondents‘ preferences for homework frequency.

Table 5.12: Learning preference for homework frequency
Overall Percentage
I like our teacher to give us some homework

Don’t like

Like

After each language class

37

63

Occasionally

31

71

Never

83

17

Chi-Square Test: Pearson Chi-Square, df 1, p≤0.05
To this question, most of the students preferred to have homework either on an
occasional basis (71%) or after each language class (63%), with only 17% of students
declaring that they preferred classes without homework. The interviews strengthen the
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findings from the questionnaire. Most of the respondents stated, ‗I don‘t mind if we
have homework after each class, but I do prefer only to have it from time to time‘ (ESL
S16). The majority of them were afraid that without homework, they would not make
any progress, they could become idle, and that their language classes would no longer
be their preferred classes.
They often stated, ‗I don‘t like to have language classes without homework, because if I
never have any homework to do, I‘ll become lazy and won‘t make any progress‘ (ESL
S16), or ‗To be honest, to have heavy homework after each class is too much… I don‘t
like it at all, but I wouldn‘t choose to have classes without homework either‘ (LOTE S1).
Many of them also remarked, ‗I think homework is an important part of our study so
sometimes I need to do it‘ (ESL S45), or ‗If we don‘t have any homework, it would not
help to improve our language learning and we would stay at the same level forever‘
(ESL S60). Therefore, it is evident from this study that the students prefer to have
classes with homework.
Table 5.13 provides information regarding the students‘ preferences for learning
feedback. It consists of two subsections: 1) preferences for kinds of assessment
regarding language development, and 2) frequency of discussion on progress in L2
learning.

Table 5.13: Learning preference for learning feedback
Overall Percentage
I like to know how much my language is improving by

Don’t like

Like

Tasks given by the teacher

18

82

Class tests

35

65

9

91

Seeing if I can use the language in real-life situations

Overall Percentage
I like talking with my teacher about my progress

Don’t like

Like

Very often during the course

33

67

Sometimes during the course

22

78

At the end of the course

51

49

Chi-Square Test: Pearson Chi-Square, df 1, p≤0.05
As can be seen from the above table, the findings from the first subsection indicate that
the students would like to know how much their language has improved by seeing if
they can use it in real life situations (91%). The interviews confirmed and expanded on
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these findings. The participants often stated that it was most important for them to be
able to communicate in their target language; therefore, testing their skills in an
authentic situation is very appropriate. Further, this type of measure of improvement
is not as stressful as a test, and students can assess their improvement by themselves.
Most of them admitted that ‗My preferred type of assessment is to see if I can use the
language in real life, when I talk to other students in class or native speakers outside of
the classroom, or when I watch a movie and can understand the dialogue and follow
the action‘ (LOTE S4), and ‗Real assessment is when I talk to other people using
English and they can understand me and I understand them. This type of assessment
is good because it is not stressful and it feels good to be able to express myself in
another language‘ (ESL S53).
The second subsection on frequency of talking about language progress revealed that
the students in this study preferred to talk about their progress during their course
only from time to time (78%) rather than very often (67%) or at the end of the course
(49%). During the interviews, the students revealed the importance of talking
occasionally about their progress with their teachers. This procedure gives them a good
indication about their L2 development and keeps them motivated. Many of them
stated that ‗I like to talk about my progress sometimes during the course. It helps me to
keep going with my (language) study‘ (LOTE S83), or ‗…when we talk about our study
with the teachers we can get some advice on which areas we need to improve and try to
work on these areas‘ (ESL S30). Some of the respondents also revealed that talking
about their language progress very often is not relevant, because ‗it takes time to learn
a language and you can‘t see much improvement every week‘ (ESL S20), or ‗I don‘t
think I can make progress quickly so I don‘t need to talk about it very often‘ (ESL S45).
Many students stated that talking about their progress at the end of the course is not
relevant, because they are not able to improve their weaknesses at that time. Most of
them said ‗… it is a bit too late. If I talk about my progress at the end of the course, I
have no chance to improve‘ (ESL S45), or ‗When we only talk about our language
progress at the end of the course, my English skills progress very slowly‘ (ESL S46).
Some of them simply stated, ‗It is too late then, I can‘t do anything to improve my
skills‘ (LOTE S88).
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Table 5.14 below shows the students‘ preferences for the main areas associated with L2
learning. This table consists of the four macroskills of reading, writing, listening and
speaking, as well as grammar, vocabulary, and pronunciation, which serve as
additional aspects of language learning.

Table 5.14: Learning preference for particular areas of language learning
Overall Percentage
In the language class I want to concentrate on

Don’t like

Like

Speaking

6

94

Reading

16

84

Writing

23

77

Listening

9

91

Grammar

26

73

Vocabulary

11

89

Pronunciation

10

90

Chi-Square Test: Pearson Chi-Square, df 1, p≤0.05
The findings from this section of the questionnaire illustrate that all of the areas of
language learning are highly valued by the participants, with the lowest percentage
being for grammar (73%) and writing (77%), and the highest percentage being for
speaking (94%), listening (91%) and pronunciation (90%). Interview responses
explained and extended the findings of this section. Most of the interviewees admitted
that they like all of the areas of learning, because they all improve their L2, but they do
prefer speaking as it enables them to communicate with Australians and other
international students (in the case of East Asian students), or with international
students, overseas tourists or immigrants (in the case of Australian students). Both
groups of students often pointed out that pronunciation is essential to them and goes
together with the importance of speaking, to build their confidence and to overcome
stress. As one student stated, ‗I like all of these areas but because I‘m in Australia, I
prefer to concentrate on speaking and pronunciation because here I have to use
English all the time to talk to my international friends and Australian people. I also
know that my pronunciation is not very clear and when I try to explain something, I
often have to repeat it twice. Then my pronunciation becomes even worse because I‘m
under stress‘ (ESL S37). Another stated, ‗Actually, I have a part-time job at the casino
and I often speak Japanese there, but I have to work hard on my pronunciation
because sometimes Japanese people have difficulty understanding me‘ (LOTE S88).
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Another finding revealed that the students prefer to focus on speaking activities during
the language classes, because these give them the opportunity to use their L2 in and
outside of the classroom, which helps them feel confident. Most of them declared that
they had difficulty expressing themselves clearly when they want to explain something
in a coherent and effective way. One student stated, ‗In Australia it‘s very easy to have
access to native speakers from different countries. If you like, you can speak Japanese
with international students or tourists from Japan, or if you study French you can
speak French with people from New Caledonia. But my problem is that I can‘t express
myself as well as I would like, so my conversation with others is not as smooth as it
should be… that‘s why I need to work on my speaking skills‘ (LOTE S4). Another
explained, ‗I need to improve my speaking skills to ensure that other people can
understand what I say, and being in Australia, I have lots of opportunities to speak
English‘ (ESL S40), or ‗I‘m surrounded by international students and there are a lot of
occasions to use my second language with native speakers not only at university, but
anywhere in Australia‘ (LOTE S88).
Some students clarified their preference for speaking activities in class, because they
have little opportunity to use an L2 after class. For these students, language classes
were the best for developing their speaking abilities. They often stated that ‗…after
classes I usually talk to friends from my own country and I don‘t have much of a
chance to talk to native speakers‘ (ESL S57), or ‗I live with a home-stay family but we
don‘t talk much, I mostly stay in my room‘ (ESL S33), or ‗Outside of classes I rarely
speak Japanese even when I talk to my Japanese friends. Most of the time I speak
English. They prefer to communicate in this way because they are learning English…
they only speak Japanese when they have trouble expressing themselves in English‘
(LOTE S2).
In this study, the participants also preferred to concentrate on listening skills (91%).
When interviewed, the students admitted that listening is their weakest point. Before
they started studying at their current institutions, they had not had many occasions to
develop their listening skills. They explained that this is the main reason for why they
have difficulties in this area of study. In their language classes, they prefer to have
opportunities to be exposed to various activities to improve their listening skills. They
often stated, ‗When I studied language before, I hadn‘t had much chance to be involved
in listening and I think this is the main reason that my listening has not been
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developed. This is not my strong point; therefore, I would prefer lots of activities
associated with this area. Listening activities could include using a tape recorder or
television to listen to a tape and answer questions about it, or to listen for specific
words or numbers‘ (LOTE S1).
Many of the students stated that listening is very important to enable them to
participate in conversations and to extend their general knowledge. They admitted that
‗I need to develop my listening skills because if I want to talk to other people, I have to
understand what they say. If they ask questions, I would like to be able to answer them,
it is good for my knowledge‘ (ESL S26), or ‗Sometimes when I‘m waiting for a bus
people talk to me, but I‘m afraid to get involved in conversation because maybe I won‘t
understand what they‘ve said and won‘t know how to answer. If I want to talk to
people, I need to improve my listening skills‘ (ESL S53). Other students stated,
‗Listening is also good for improving my knowledge. When I listen to information, I‘m
improving my listening skills and at the same time I‘m not only improving my listening
skills, I‘m also improving my general knowledge. For example, yesterday we watched a
very interesting program on video about seahorses. Our teacher wrote some of the
difficult words on the whiteboard, so we not only learnt new words, but we watched a
very interesting program as well. Now I know much more about these interesting
creatures, it was really enjoyable‘ (ESL S77).

Summary of Overall Learning Preferences
The findings from the second part of the questionnaire and from the interviews
confirmed the findings from the second open-ended question of the questionnaire
(What do you enjoy most about your language class?). Most students in the second
part of the questionnaire and the interview declared that they preferred to be involved
in the types of activities which give them opportunities for active participation and
interaction with others. This is also the reason why the students in this study preferred
not only interactive types of activities but also work in pairs or small groups rather
than working individually or in one large group.
The next section of the second part of the questionnaire and interviews revealed that
most of the students preferred to have their oral mistakes corrected immediately. Some
of the students preferred being corrected immediately in front of others and some
immediately but in private. Regarding written task correction, the participants
preferred to have written mistakes corrected by the teachers due to their lack of

100

Chapter 5 – Overall L2 Learning Preferences and Sociocultural Issues among Studied
Groups
confidence in self or peer-correction. Further, the participants preferred to have
classes with additional work assigned by teachers, either after each language class or
on an occasional basis. The students also liked to know how much their language is
improving by using it in real-life situations and by discussing their progress with their
teachers on a periodic basis. As far as areas of study are concerned, all areas are highly
valued. Nevertheless, speaking, pronunciation and listening achieved the highest
scores.

Variation in Language Learning Preferences According to
Students’ Nationality
As previously mentioned, students from the four nations of Japan, Korea, Taiwan and
Australia were used in this study. The presented below findings revealed many
similarities in the language learning preferences for these four studied nationalities.
However, there were also significant differences which should be not overlooked.
Therefore, the next part of this chapter using quantitative and qualitative data will
present the similarities as well as the significant differences in language learning
preferences between the Japanese, Korean, Taiwanese and Australian participants.

Table 5.15: Learning preference for particular kinds of classroom activities
In the language class,
I want to learn by

Japan
%

Korea
%

Taiwan
%

Australia
%

Chisquare

Role play (drama, dialogue with
classmates)

66

59

79

75

.017

Language games with lots of action

75

59

75

78

.015

Conversations with other students

90

88

91

82

.251

Solving problems in groups

75

79

72

67

.280

Grammar exercises

66

71

67

75

.471

Pronunciation practice

87

82

80

80

.441

Going out with the class and
practising language

69

79

81

72

.155

Memorising conversations/dialogues

56

64

66

40

.001

Reading in front of the class

33

54

58

43

.002

Reading newspaper/magazine
articles

49

71

70

59

.003

Copying from the board

43

41

53

48

.442

Making a presentation to the class

48

54

58

43

.211

Chi-Square Test: Pearson Chi-Square, df 3, p≤0.01
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As can be seen from Table 5.15, there are some statistically significant differences in
preferences between classroom activities and nationality. Role play and language
games with lots of action are not as popular among Korean students as they are with
the Taiwanese and Australian participants. During the interviews, many Korean
participants stated that this kind of activity is rather a waste of time, and they could
not see that it would improve their language skills. Often they said similar to the
following student, ‗I don‘t know if my English will improve by being involved in role
plays or language games. I think it is better for us to have other kinds of conversation
because when we have role plays or language games, we waste a lot of time‘ (ESL S16).
Some of the Japanese students do not like to be involved in these kinds of activity
either, but for different reasons. The Japanese students admitted in a similar way to
the student who remarked that, ‗I feel a bit shy when I have to participate in role plays
and language games. I constantly think about not making mistakes…I don‘t feel
comfortable when I make mistakes‘ (ESL S37).
The students from both these nations also stated another reason for their low
preferences for these activities; they had not had much experience being involved in
active learning. They come from environments where their classes consisted of large
numbers of students, and where they concentrated mainly on reading and writing.
Further, the activities of reading, writing and sometimes listening were associated with
preparation for exams. The statement from this student provides an example of many
typical responses, ‗Our classes were very big, we had thirty or forty students in one
classroom and we had a lot of reading and writing. Actually, our teachers prepared us
for exams and tests all the time which we had often. Sometimes we had listening
activities, but never role plays or games. I think our classes were too big for these kinds
of activities‘ (ESL S60).
Statistically significant differences between the preferences of these studied groups
were also found in the activity of memorising conversations/dialogues. This was the
least favoured activity for Australian students, and some of the Japanese students did
not prefer this activity either. During the interviews, both groups stated that this kind
of learning is neither interesting nor effective. Most of the Australian participants
echoed the sentiments of S4 who said, ‗I don‘t think this activity is useful and I find it
very boring to repeat the same sentences again and again‘ (LOTE S4). Some of the
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Japanese students felt exactly the same way, saying, ‗…it is very boring and not very
useful‘ (ESL S38).
Reading in front of the class is another activity with significant differences in
preferences among the studied groups. The findings from the questionnaire revealed
that none of the represented nationalities scored very highly in this activity. The
highest score was for the Taiwanese (58%) and Korean students (54%), whereas the
Australian and Japanese participants together scored below 50%, with scores at 43%
and 33% respectively. However, the reason behind this low score was different. While
the Australian interviewees stated that ‗This activity is more for children than for
adults‘ (LOTE S6), the Japanese participants revealed that they feel very anxious when
having to perform in front of the class stating, ‗I get nervous easily when I have to read
aloud‘ (ESL S32).
The findings from the questionnaire also exposed statistically significant differences
between the above nationalities for the activity reading a newspaper/magazine
article. While the Korean and Taiwanese participants are fond of this kind of activity
(scoring 70% and 71% respectively), the Australian students scored 59%. The Japanese
participants gained the lowest score in this activity which was below 50%. They scored
only 49%. The interviews confirmed the questionnaire findings, during which the
Japanese students stated that most of the articles are either tedious or too difficult to
read. They often do not understand the context, which is why they do not enjoy
reading. They stated that ‗…most of the (newspaper/magazine) articles are very boring
and I don‘t understand what they are about; also they [the articles] have many difficult
words. Sometimes, even when I find the meaning of these words, I still don‘t
understand the article. Sometimes the articles are easy to understand and I like that,
but most of the time I don‘t enjoy this activity‘ (ESL S51).
The above findings provide the evidence that there is not one learning preference that
could be attributed to the sample of Asian students versus Australian students in their
L2 learning preferences.
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Table 5.16 presents the students‘ preferences regarding grouping arrangement. The
findings were supported and extended through the interviews.

Table 5.16: Learning preferences for grouping arrangement
In the language class,
I prefer to work

Japan
%

Korea
%

Taiwan
%

Australia
%

Chisquare

By myself (alone)

68

50

50

67

.005

In pairs

81

80

77

84

.673

In small groups

82

79

81

73

.342

In one large group

31

31

30

45

.100

Chi-Square Test: Pearson Chi-Square, df 3, p≤0.001
The above table indicates that none of the nationality groups preferred to study in one
large group. The most preferred grouping arrangement for all of the participants,
regardless of nationality, is working in pairs and small groups. This study does not
support the claims of previous studies that Asian students do not like working in small
groups or in pair arrangements (Reid, 1987). As can be seen from the above table, the
only statistically significant difference is for the preference of working alone. The
findings revealed that Korean and Taiwanese students‘ preferences for this
arrangement are comparatively low at only 50%, while it is much higher for the
Japanese and Australian students, with scores at 68% and 67% respectively. Most of
the Korean and Taiwanese students stated similar comments to the student who
remarked that, ‗working in one large group is not much different to working alone and
it is not very effective‘ (ESL S55).
The interviewed students revealed more about their preferences for grouping
arrangements. The vast majority of students stated that they prefer working in pairs or
small groups, the reason being that they can learn from each other and interact more
than they can in one large group. They also admitted that when working in pairs/small
groups, they feel more relaxed while working on a task, and they also learn how to
work cooperatively. Many of the participants made comments like this student, ‗It is
good to work in groups because we can help each other and we are not alone. We can
express lots of opinions on a topic and then choose the best idea to resolve a problem
we are discussing. It‘s also good because we are not so nervous when talking to each
other… and we learn how to work as a group‘ (ESL S62).
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One Australian student summed up many other Australians‘ view that,
„Working in groups in our language classes is quite different in
comparison to other classes. In other classes we only speak English;
here we have to explain everything in Japanese. Sometimes it‟s
difficult, but if one person can‟t remember a word we need another
person who can help… This way it‟s much easier and less stressful. In
fact, we learn from each other a lot, not only language, but other skills
too, for example, learning to work cooperatively in groups. That‟s very
important in this class (LOTE S2).
The most statistically significant differences between nationalities involved in this
study were in the students‘ preferences for spoken and written correction. Table 5.17
shows findings from the questionnaires which are supported and extended by the
interviews.
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Table 5.17: Learning preferences for work correction
When I speak,
I prefer to be corrected

Japan
%

Korea
%

Taiwan
%

Australia
%

Chisquare

Immediately, in front of everyone

56

60

58

84

.000

Immediately, in private

72

69

66

54

.028

Later, at the end of the activity, in
front of everyone

40

57

60

25

.000

Later, in private

53

53

60

30

.000

Japan
%

Korea
%

Taiwan
%

Australia
%

Chisquare

The teacher sometimes asks me to
correct my own work

89

88

82

61

.000

Other students sometimes correct my
work

72

73

67

53

.009

The teachers corrects my work

94

89

97

93

.258

In the language class,
I like it when

Chi-Square Test: Pearson Chi-Square, df 3, p≤0.001
As can be seen from the above table, the Australian students prefer to be corrected
immediately in front of everyone. On the other hand, the Japanese, Korean and
Taiwanese students prefer to be corrected immediately but in private, that is, while
working in pairs or small groups. As previously explained (in Chapter 4), teachers of
language classes have many opportunities to correct students‘ pronunciation, sentence
structure or other spoken engagements while the students work in pairs or small
groups. The majority of the East Asian participants prefer to be corrected in a private
environment. During the interviews, the East Asian participants admitted that being
corrected in front of everyone makes them feel humiliated and they do not concentrate
on the mistake, but rather on what the other students are thinking of them. Comments
included, ‗When this happens, it is difficult to concentrate on the mistake. Instead, I
am concentrating on what other students think of me. They must be thinking that my
English is very bad‘ (ESL S19), or ‗My preference is to be corrected immediately and in
private; however, if it is not possible, it can be done later, but always in private‘ (ESL
S57).
The sub-section of the same table associated with written work correction indicates
that the Australian participants prefer not to be involved in self-correction or peercorrection. While a high percentage of Japanese, Korean and Taiwanese students do
not mind being involved in any kind of written correction, the majority of the
Australian students prefer to have their work corrected by a teacher. The interviews
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revealed the reasons for these preferences; that is, the Australian participants stated
that this activity is not very popular with their language teachers; hence, they do not
have much experience in correcting their own work. Further, they often feel that selfcorrection requires too much effort, or they simply do not remember to do it;
therefore, they do not learn much from this kind of activity. Most of them said, ‗We
actually don‘t have much experience in self-correction; usually our teachers correct our
work. I think that our teachers know we are too lazy and they prefer to correct our
work themselves‘ (LOTE S6), or ‗No, we don‘t practise self-correction very often… it‘s
difficult to remember to do it (self-correction), perhaps it‘s because I‘m too lazy. On
top of this, I‘m not sure that we learn much through this kind of activity‘ (LOTE S89).
However, many of the interviewed ESL teachers see the benefits of self-correction,
particularly in drawing students‘ awareness in language learning. Therefore, they
practise these kinds of activities with their students during English classes. Many of
them, during the interviews or during casual conversation, admitted quite similar
remarks to the teachers who claimed that, ‗I promote self-correction because it does
take effort as does attention, thinking and remembering for both GE and EAP classes‘
(T1) or, ‗In GE and to a lesser extent in EAP classes, students are asked to correct their
own work, with a guidance sheet, which is then reviewed by the teacher for accuracy.
This is to bring greater attention to their errors, particularly in writing‘ (T10).
As far as peer-correction is concerned, the interviews with the students and with the
teachers confirmed that students who studied English in ELICOS centres in Australia
were exposed to these kinds of activity. However, the Australian students have not had
much exposure to them and are actually not sure if they like such activities or not.
Most of them made statements like, ‗I‘ve never tried to correct my classmates‘ work
and I don‘t remember any other student correcting mine. We don‘t have these kinds of
activities in class; therefore, it‘s hard to say whether I like it or not‘ (LOTE S5), or ‗Most
of the time our teachers correct our work, so it‘s difficult to say whether I like other
students correcting it… we‘ve never performed self-correction‘ (LOTE S1).
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Table 5.18 portrays the questionnaire findings for preferences of homework frequency
in the four studied nationalities.

Table 5.18: Learning preferences for homework frequency
I like our teacher to give us
some homework

Japan
%

Korea
%

Taiwan
%

Australia
%

Chisquare

After each language class

53

67

62

71

.036

Occasionally

81

68

62

70

.025

Never

20

13

17

17

.706

Chi-Square Test: Pearson Chi-Square, df 3, p≤0.05
While the Korean, Taiwanese and Australian students prefer to have homework either
occasionally or after each class, the Japanese students strongly indicated that they
prefer to have homework on an occasional basis rather than after each class. The
interviews confirmed the questionnaire findings, as many of the interviewed Japanese
students explained that having homework after each class makes them tired and
stressed, and they are sometimes deprived of sleep and suffer lack of concentration.
Representative comments included, ‗I don‘t like having homework after each class
because I spend a lot of time preparing it, especially when we have to do written work.
It takes a long time to do and afterwards I feel very tired and stressed, and I don‘t like
to feel this way after each [language] class‘ (ESL S61), or ‗When I have to do homework
after each class, I don‘t have enough time to sleep, so the next day I feel tired and can‘t
concentrate on anything‘ (ESL S52).
Many interviewed teachers confirmed the students‘ view on homework, best expressed
by one teacher who remarked that, ‗… whether it is GE or ESP, both classes are rather
resistant to getting homework on regular basis. Only a very small percentage of
students seek homework after each class; the rest of the students prefer it on an
occasional basis only‘ (T10).
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Table 5.19 presents the questionnaire findings for learning feedback.

Table 5.19: Learning preferences for learning feedback
I like to know how much my
language is improving by

Japan
%

Korea
%

Taiwan
%

Australia
%

Chisquare

Tasks given by the teacher

78

73

85

91

.006

Class tests

67

57

65

69

.378

Seeing if I can use the language in
real-life situations

89

90

96

89

.373

Japan
%

Korea
%

Taiwan
%

Australia
%

Chisquare

Very often during the course

68

65

65

67

.967

Sometimes during the course

85

81

68

76

.044

At the end of the course

44

46

60

49

.160

I like talking with my teacher
about my progress

Chi-Square Test: Pearson Chi-Square, df 3, p≤0.005 and p≤0.05
Two significant differences were found in this section of the questionnaire, both in the
subsection associated with student preferences for knowing how much their language
has improved along with the type of assessment preferred, and in the subsection
associated with preferences for the frequency of talking about progress. With regard to
the former, even though all of the students highly value assessments connected with
tasks given by the teachers and all respondents rated this above seventy percent, this
kind of assessment was most favoured by the Australian students (91%). While being
interviewed, most of them stated comparable to this comment, ‗I feel very comfortable
with being tested on how much improvement I‘ve made through using a variety of
tasks in the classroom situation‘ (LOTE S5). As for the latter subsection, the highest
percentages of the Japanese and Korean students‘ responses, at 85% and 81%
respectively, revealed that they prefer to discuss their progress from time to time only
during the course. This is also the preferred frequency of discussing progress for the
Taiwanese and Australian students at 68% and 76% respectively; however, these
percentages are not as high as for the Japanese and Korean participants.
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Table 5.20 shows the findings related to preference for areas of language learning.

Table 5.20: Learning preferences for particular areas of language learning
In the language class,
I want to concentrate on

Japan
%

Korea
%

Taiwan
%

Australia
%

Chisquare

Speaking

92

95

95

96

.508

Reading

81

77

86

93

.012

Writing

74

73

82

82

.210

Listening

92

89

92

91

.852

Grammar

71

71

74

77

.697

Vocabulary

89

88

87

90

.931

Pronunciation

87

92

90

93

.470

Chi-Square Test: Pearson Chi-Square, df 3, p≤0.01
The only statistically significant difference among nationalities was found in the area
of reading. The highest percentage of respondents in favour of reading was found to be
the Australian students (93%) and the lowest, though still quite high, was the Korean
students (77%). These findings were confirmed by the interviewed teachers who spoke
in similar terms to this teacher, ‗Many ESL students, even EAP, admit to reading very
little even in their L1, not to mention L2. It is not a preferred activity in itself. It isn‘t
that texts themselves are boring - reading is boring‘ (T6).
Most of the Australian students stated that when they are exposed to interesting
readings, it not only builds their language skills but also expands their general
knowledge: ‗We have many interesting readings in our classes which is good not only
in terms of our language development, but also in terms of our general knowledge
extension‘ (LOTE S4). This finding is consistent with the findings from the first openended question of this study where most of the Australian students stated that their
reason for L2 learning is for their personal development. This issue will be discussed
further in the next chapters.

Summary of Variation According to Nationality
The findings of this research indicate that the similarities between the studied
nationalities outweigh the differences, yet the differences are significant enough to be
highlighted. In many areas, marked differences emerged not only between the East
Asian and the Australian students but also among the Japanese, Korean and
Taiwanese students (see Tables 5.15, 5.16 and 5.17). Further, in some cases, even
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though the preferences between nationalities were similar, there were different reasons
for them. For example, while some Korean students did not like to be involved in role
plays or language games, because they were very concerned that they were not learning
language efficiently this way, many Japanese students did not like these activities,
because they were afraid of making mistakes and being embarrassed.
This study revealed that the students of all the studied nationalities like to be involved
in a variety of activities which are meaningful for them and in which they can interact
with other students and teachers. Most of the statistically significant differences in the
students‘ preferences were found in the classroom activities and procedures which
were associated with the students‘ learning experiences and culture. This issue will be
expanded on in the next chapter (Chapter 6). Most of the East Asian students had not
had much opportunity to be exposed to active learning; therefore, their preferences
regarding this type of learning, though still high, was not as high as for the Australian
students. On the other hand, the Australian students had not had much experience
using a variety of correction methods; thus, they were unsure of their preferences in
this regard.
The most statistically significant differences among the studied nationalities were also
found in the sections describing preferences for learning feedback, and preferences for
particular areas of language learning. It was found that the highest percentage of the
Australian students, in comparison to the other nationalities, like to know how much
their language is improving by tasks given by the teacher. It was also found that the
highest percentage of Japanese and Korean students only like to talk about their
progress with their teachers on an occasional basis. As far as preference for particular
areas of language learning are concerned, the only statistically significant difference
was in the area associated with reading, where the Australian students represented the
highest percentage of preferences.

Conclusion
In the activity framework, all learning is regarded as goal directed (Leont‘ev, 1978,
1981). The data reported on in this chapter illustrate that while all the participants of
this study had the same objective - to learn an L2 - their main goals differed in the
learning process. Whereas most of the East Asian students were learning English to
improve career prospects, pursue further study in an English-speaking country, or
recognise the global value of English, the Australian students were mainly learning an
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L2 for personal development or as a component of a major course at university. None
of these goals was produced by individuals in isolation, but was influenced by cultural,
historical and social contexts as well as institutionalised practices and personal needs.
The features of these emergent goals were linked to the socioculturally defined context
of their instruction. This issue will be further developed in Chapter 7.
In this study, the participants indicated the importance of social interaction in their L2
learning. The students derived considerable enjoyment and were aware of the value of
studying in both pair and group work. For Vygotsky and the activity theorists following
him, the cultural, historical and social context for all activities are of primary
importance, where affective and cognitive aspects of learning are harmonious with the
context surrounding the students, and are inseparable from them. The students of this
study valued conversation and other activities through which they could extend their
knowledge of other cultures and traditions of their international friends. They
understood the benefits of interactive types of activity as helping them to understand
the studied material, to overcome anxiety, and to gain confidence in group discussions
and decision making. They appreciated peer assistance where individuals could not
cope efficiently with a given task, and needed more direction from other students or
the teacher to complete the task. These findings lend support to Vygotsky‘s view that
working in the ―zone of proximal development‖, that is, mastery with the help of more
capable others, precedes independent mastery (Vygotsky, 1978).
All of the students in this study highly value their relationship with their teachers and
other students. The participants needed to feel relaxed and be surrounded by a friendly
atmosphere that is mutually created by teachers and classmates. This kind of rapport
helped them overcome anxiety and greatly improved their confidence to participate in
classroom activities.
Almost all the students preferred to be exposed to interactive types of instructional
activity where they could be directly involved. They focused on topics which were
exciting and relevant to their interests. As far as correction was concerned, most of the
students preferred to have their oral mistakes corrected immediately and their written
mistakes corrected by the teachers rather than by themselves or by their peers. The
preferred means of assessment was by being exposed to real-life situations where
students saw proof that their language skills had improved. In this study, the students
valued every area of language learning; however, the most highly valued area was
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speaking and associated with it, pronunciation. Listening was another area highly
valued by participants. This finding confirmed the students‘ preferences for interactive
activities, where clear pronunciation and effective listening skills are necessary for
successful oral communication.
The results indicated many similarities as well as differences in the language learning
preferences of the Japanese, Korean, Taiwanese and Australian participants. The
differences were mostly in the types of classroom activity and procedures with which
students were unfamiliar. For example, language games and role plays were more
favoured by the Australian and Japanese students than with the Korean and Taiwanese
participants, and self-correction or peer-correction were more popular with the East
Asian students than with the Australian participants. Cultural differences also
contributed to anxieties among some studied nationalities. For instance, the East Asian
students, especially the Japanese participants, preferred to be corrected immediately
but in private due to shyness and a fear of losing face, while the Australian students
preferred to be corrected immediately and in front of others. This issue will be
readdressed in more detail in the following chapter.
The findings presented in this chapter demonstrate a variety of preferences in L2
learning. They also illustrate that the students who participated in this study had a
rich history of experiences and a strong awareness of their own beliefs, expectations,
needs and goals in L2 learning. These results then raise questions for further
investigation. Do the East Asian ESL students perceive any changes in their language
learning preferences since coming to Australia and, if so, to what extent? To what
extent do the Australian LOTE students perceive differences in their language learning
preferences as they have progressed with their language learning? These questions
form the basis for the investigation undertaken in the next chapter.
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Introduction
The previous chapter on students‘ L2 learning preferences has shown, perhaps
not surprisingly, that most of the students in this study prefer to be actively
involved in the learning processes as well as being exposed to a variety of
activities which take place in a friendly environment. It also has shown that some
students‘ reluctance to participate in certain classroom activities and procedures
often stems from a lack of experience and familiarity with them, due to their
diverse cultural and educational backgrounds.
Recognition of cultural and educational influences on learning preferences leads
to the question of the extent to which East Asian and Australian students
perceive changes in their language learning preferences while studying in an
Australian context. This chapter presents findings of the data analyses by
identifying self-perceived changes in the learning preferences of these students
since coming to Australia in the case of East-Asian students, or as they progress
with their language learning at university in the case of Australian students.
In the current study, the East Asian students were asked about the length of time
of their study in Australia, with their responses varying from 1 to 18 months. The
reasons for introducing this variable into the study were to discover if the time
spent learning English in Australia had any effects on the learners‘ preferences
for language learning. As previously mentioned, the responses were categorised
into two groups: 1) less than six months, and 2) six months or more.
The underlying principle for deciding on the above groupings was the literature
(e.g. Hyland, 1993; Reid, 1987; Ward et al., 1998; Ward & Kennedy, 1999) which
documents the issues regarding changes in learning preferences and
psychological and sociocultural adaptation over different lengths of study in the
host country. For example, Ward et al.‘s (1998) longitudinal study examined the
psychological and sociocultural adaptation of 32 Japanese students in New
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Zealand at four different periods of time: twenty-four hours, four months, six
months and twelve months after arrival. The researchers found that these
students‘ sociocultural and psychological adaptations tended to be most difficult
at the early entry time of up to four months, but not significantly changed after
the six month and twelve month measurements. Further, the literature on
learning style preferences suggests that overseas students adapt to different
learning experiences, and learners modify and extend their learning styles after a
longer period of time studying in the host country, that is, four or more months
(see Hyland, 1993, p. 81). Therefore, to have the most benefit from the indicated
research, the current study groups the students into the following two categories:
1) less than six months, and 2) six months or more. Findings gathered from the
East Asian students will be presented first before displaying data collected from
the Australian students.

The East Asian Respondents’ Length of Time Studying an
L2 in Australia
Table 6.1 represents data from the questionnaire and the interview regarding the
East Asian students‘ length of time studying English in Australia. It was revealed
that more than half of the questionnaire respondents (202 or 69.4%) and over
half of the interviewees (40 or 52.8%) studied English as an L2 for less than six
months in Australia. Conversely, 89 (30.6%) of questionnaire respondents and
35 (47.2%) of interview participants studied English in Australia for six months
or more.

Table 6.1: Duration of study in Australia for the East Asian respondents
Questionnaires

Interviews

Months
Less than 6
6 or more
Totals

Number

%

Number

%

201

69.4

40

52.8

89

30.6

35

47.2

290

100.0

75

100.0
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Based on previous research, (Barkhuisen, 1998; Cortazzi & Jin, 1996;
Malczewska, 1993; Nunan, 1989; Park, 2000, 2001; Peacock, 1998; Rao, 2002;
Reid, 1987; Stebbins, 1995), it was hypothesised that students who had less
experience with learning an L2 in Australia would be more accepting of language
learning that is mostly based on highly structured and exam-driven modes of
learning than those who had been in an Australian learning environment for a
longer period of time. This part of the research revealed findings which will be
discussed in the following sections.

The East Asian Respondents’ Changes While Progressing
with L2 Learning in Australia
Analysis of East Asian Students with < 6 months’ L2 Learning
The current study discovered that those East Asian students who had studied in
Australia for less than 6 months generally wanted to take on a more active role in
language learning. The activities which engaged students in active and interactive
learning were more favoured, and the students scored them more highly than the
traditional, that is passive, activities. Table 6.2 through to Table 6.16 illustrate
the findings from the questionnaires.

They portray the language learning

preferences of the East Asian students who studied in Australia for less than six
months and, as in the previous chapter, the findings are presented as dichotic
variables. In other words, the percentages from the scale ‗I like it‘ and ‗I like it a
lot‘ were added, and then the mean percentage was calculated to find out which
classroom activities and procedures the students liked. The same formula was
applied to the scale ‗I don‘t like it at all‘ and ‗I don‘t like it‘ to find out which
classroom activities and procedures students did not like.
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Table 6.2: Learning preferences of the East Asian students (less than 6 months’
duration)
Overall Percentage
In the language class I want to learn by
Don't like

Like

Role play (drama, dialogue with class mates)

34

66

Language games with lots of action

27

73

Conversations with other students

10

90

Solving problems in groups

21

79

Grammar exercises

34

66

Pronunciation practice

16

84

Going out with the class and practising language

25

75

Memorising conversations/dialogues

41

59

Reading in front of the class

55

45

Reading newspaper/magazine articles

38

62

Copying from the board

58

42

Giving a presentation to the class

52

48

Chi-Square Test: Pearson Chi-Square, df 1, p≤0.05

Table 6.3: Learning preference for grouping arrangement
Overall Percentage
In the language class I prefer to work

Don’t like

Like %

By myself (alone)

47

53

In pairs

20

80

In small groups

16

84

In one large group

69

31

Chi-Square Test: Pearson Chi-Square, df 1, p≤0.05
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Table 6.4: Learning preference for work correction
Overall Percentage
When I speak I prefer to be corrected

Don’t like

Like

Immediately, in front of everyone

43

57

Immediately, in private

29

71

Later, at the end of the activity, in front of everyone

49

51

Later, in private

43

57

Overall Percentage
In the language class I like it when

Don’t like

Like

The teacher sometimes asks me to correct my own work

13

87

Other students sometimes correct my work

29

71

8

92

The teacher corrects my work

Chi-Square Test: Pearson Chi-Square, df 1, p≤0.05

Table 6.5: Learning preference for homework frequency
Overall Percentage
I like our teacher to give us some homework

Don’t like

Like

After each language class

37

63

Occasionally

25

75

Never

83

17

Chi-Square Test: Pearson Chi-Square, df 1, p≤0.05

Table 6.6: Learning preference for learning feedback
Overall Percentage
I like to know how much my language is improving by

Don’t like

Like

Tasks given by the teacher

24

76

Class tests

39

61

9

91

Seeing if I can use the language in real-life situations

Overall Percentage
I like talking with my teacher about my progress
Don't like

Like

Very often during the course

31

69

Sometimes during the course

23

77

At the end of the course

47

53

Chi-Square Test: Pearson Chi-Square, df 1, p≤0.05
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Table 6.7: Learning preference for particular areas of language learning
Overall Percentage
In the language class I want to concentrate on

Don’t like

Like

Speaking

6

94

Reading

19

81

Writing

24

76

Listening

6

94

Grammar

28

71

Vocabulary

13

87

Pronunciation

11

89

Chi-Square Test: Pearson Chi-Square, df 1, p≤0.05
As shown in the above tables, the East Asian students who studied English in an
Australian context for less than six months preferred to be involved in classroom
activities and procedures which promoted their active involvement in the
learning process. The responses from the questionnaires overwhelmingly
corresponded with responses from the interviews, which provided additional
information about the students‘ learning preferences. The findings from the
questionnaire and the interviews are analysed simultaneously.
In this study, the East Asian students‘ main expectation was to learn English as a
means of communication; therefore, in the first six months of their study in
Australia, in most cases they were prepared to be challenged by Western
educational approaches to language learning. Mostly, they wanted to participate
in interactive, co-operative and group-oriented activities which involved
speaking, listening and pronunciation. Many of their responses were similar to
one participant who claimed that, ‗Group work is good. I like being involved in
activities where we can listen and speak in groups as much as possible.
Sometimes, it is difficult to speak because we don‘t know enough words to
express ourselves, but I know that if we don‘t speak and learn how to pronounce
words in different classroom activities, we will waste our time studying in
Australia‘ (ESL S45). Another commented, ‗I like it very much when we have
listening or conversation time, especially when we have to resolve some problems
in a small group, and also when we learn how to pronounce different words‘ (ESL
S31).
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Yet another student added that,
… other activities are also important but if you only like to
concentrate on reading or grammar, you don‟t need to come to
Australia to study. In our country, we have very good resources
for studying English, lots of good books, tapes, T.V., videos and
CDs with many Western films, but the problem is that we need
real people to talk to and listen to, and I think this is the way to
improve our pronunciation and communication (ESL S25).
In most cases, the participants expected to learn differently than in their home
countries and were prepared to learn English through being engaged in a
learning model which was new to them. In some cases, the students were already
familiar with active learning and they wanted to continue this model in Australia.
During the interviews, many of them reported in a similar way to the student who
remarked that, ‗I knew that in Australia I would learn in a different way than in
my country, and also that many things would be different in the learning
environment. But this is the reason I came to study in Australia, so I would like to
participate in different kinds of activities‘ (ESL S21). Others echoed the
sentiments of S47, ‗In my country, I only studied English for tests, but now I
would like to study differently to work together with other students to improve
my speaking skills‘ (ESL S47). Some of the respondents revealed that their
previous experience of learning English was similar to how they were learning in
Australia due to attending private language school. Their statements are reflected
in this view, ‗In my country, I already had the opportunity to study English in a
different way than in my high school study. I attended a private language school
where classes were organised in a similar way as here, and I had more
opportunities to be involved in different activities. I liked it very much and for
that reason I want to continue this kind of learning in Australia‘ (ESL S22).
Many of the participants asserted that studying actively in Australia helped them
learn English faster and in more efficient and authentic ways. The following
excerpts are typical of the majority of the respondents who reported that, ‗…when
you learn English in Australia, you learn faster than in your country because you
have to speak English all the time, to communicate with students from different
countries or with native speakers in a library or in other places‘ (ESL S55), or ‗For
me, this learning is real, because most of the time you are talking to someone
from another country and you know that you can‘t use your [native] language
because this person won‘t understand you. On the other hand, when you study
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English in your own country and you have to converse with another student in
English, it is rather funny because you know that you can express yourself better
in your own language than in English, and the conversation is not really
authentic‘ (ESL S56).
Not many statistically significant differences were found between the length of
time studying in an Australian context and changes in the respondents‘
preferences in learning English regarding classroom activities and procedures.
However, it was found that the participants‘ attitudes and behaviour had changed
over time. These changes are discussed in the following sections.

Comparisons of East Asian Students with Different Durations of
L2 Learning
It had been assumed that the longer a student had been in Australia, the more
receptive that person would be to the classroom activities and procedures
presented in an Australian language-learning environment. These activities
emphasise the use of spoken language, active participation in group work,
interactive tasks and risk-taking involvement. Table 6.8 gives information from
the questionnaire where statistically significant differences were noted between
the East Asian students‘ length of time studying English in Australia and the
preferred way of language learning.

Table 6.8: Variation in learning preferences according to length of time
studying in Australia
Study in Australia
Learning Preference

< 6 months 6 months or
Chi-square
in %
more in %

Presenting to class

48

62

.038

Working alone

53

70

.007

Working in small groups

84

73

.023

Talking about progress-end of course

53

39

.027

Concentrating on listening

94

85

.015

Chi-Square Test: Pearson Chi-Square, df 1, p≤0.05
As can be seen from the above table, only five out of thirty-nine statements from
the questionnaire portray significant differences in learning preferences as far as
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length of time studying in Australia is concerned. The interviews confirmed and
expanded on the findings from the questionnaires.
Presenting to class is the activity which was rated below 50% by the East Asian
participants who had studied English in Australia for less than six months.
Interviewing the students revealed their reasons for their low preference of this
activity: firstly, they were not familiar with this particular kind of activity and had
not experienced speaking activities, particularly in front of others. The majority
of them made similar statements to this student, ‗We never had opportunities to
present in front of other students — it wasn‘t our custom to do that; it was our
teacher‘s place‘ (ESL S57). Many of them also reflected the following view, ‗I
never spoke in front of my class in my country; actually, we never had any
speaking activities at all. We concentrated on reading, writing and grammar, of
course, and nobody thought about speaking‘ (ESL S31), or ‗It is very difficult for
me to talk in front of other students because I‘ve never done it in my country and
I haven‘t had any experience doing it. When we have to prepare a presentation
for class, I don‘t know what to say and I feel as though I won‘t remember
anything‘ (ESL S30). Secondly, due to pronunciation problems, they were not
confident enough to talk in front of other students. Most of them had similar
beliefs to this participant, ‗I know that my pronunciation is not clear and I‘m
afraid that when I talk to other students, they may not understand what I want to
say‘ (ESL S54).
Students who had studied in Australia for six months or more gained more
confidence and increased their preference for presenting to class (from 48% up to
62%). While studying in Australia, the participants had lots of opportunities to
be involved in different kinds of speaking activities, one of which was oral
presentations. Most of the participants who had studied in Australia for longer
stated that this particular activity built their confidence and helped them
overcome the stress associated with speaking in front of others. The claim of the
following student reflected the view of most of the participants, ‗It is good to
study here [in Australia] because we have different speaking activities,
sometimes in pairs or groups, and sometimes we have to prepare a topic and
present this topic to other students in the class. When I started learning English
in Australia, I was very shy, especially when I had to talk in front of others, and I
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knew that they were watching me… but my teachers always encouraged me and
the other students in class to be confident. It is still not easy, but now I feel more
confident and don‘t worry so much when I speak in front of others‘ (ESL S72).
Most of the interviewed teachers confirmed the above statements. The remark
from this teacher provides an example of many typical responses, ‗I try to use
presenting to the class as an extension of presenting within the students‘ group.
This builds confidence, but must be done gradually. Often students are even
unfamiliar with presenting an opinion on a topic: a culturally unfamiliar task‘
(T8).
Statistically significant differences were also found between the length of time
studying English in Australia and grouping arrangement. Only 53% of the
participants who had been in Australia for less than six months preferred to work
alone, whereas 84% preferred to work in small groups. Having studied in
Australia for six months or longer, students significantly changed their
preferences for a more solitary mode of learning. The percentage who indicated a
preference for working alone increased to 70%, and preferences for working in
small groups decreased to 74%. During the interviews, these students stated, ‗I
like working together, but sometimes when we have to read information, I prefer
to work alone because I can work at my own pace. I don‘t have to wait for
someone and someone doesn‘t have to wait for me‘ (ESL S46). Most of these
students also made statements like: ‗In the classroom, I like working in groups or
alone. It depends on what kind of activities we are doing. If we are reading or
writing, for example, I prefer to work alone because I can concentrate better and
I don‘t have to hurry. [However], when we have a speaking activity, or we have to
prepare a group project, I prefer to work with other students‘ (ESL S50).
Statistically significant differences were also found in the section on talking about
progress. The percentage of preferences for talking with the teacher about
language learning progress sometimes during the course increased from 77% for
the participants studying in Australia for less than six months to 84% for the
participants studying in Australia for six months or more. When interviewed,
many students who had studied in Australia for six months or more revealed that
they understand the importance of checking their progress on an occasional basis
and are more confident in asking their teachers how much they have improved.
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They reflected this view in a similar way to one student who contended, ‗I like
talking about my progress from time to time. I think it is important to know if I
have made any progress. Now, when I‘m studying longer, I don‘t feel shy to ask
my teachers about it, but before, I never asked about my progress because I
didn‘t know that I could. In my country, we never talk to our teachers about our
progress. We‘d rather wait for our test results‘ (ESL S22).
Concentrating on listening was another area where statistically significant
differences were associated with the length of time spent studying English in
Australia. Listening activities were highly preferred among students who had
studied in Australia for less than six months (93%), but decreased in preferences
to 85% for those who had studied in Australia for six months or more. The
interviewed students explained more about this phenomenon. They revealed that
in their own countries, they had not had many opportunities to be involved in
listening activities. Many of them stated that, ‗In our classes, we didn‘t do much
listening. Only occasionally we had some activities where we could listen and do
exercises‘ (ESL S35). Another clarified, ‗Listening was not very important in our
English classes. I don‘t remember having many listening activities. We mostly
concentrated on grammar, reading and writing, but not on listening‘ (ESL S72).
In explaining the decrease in listening concentration over time, some of the
participants revealed that they were familiar with American pronunciation, but
had not been exposed to the Australian accent. Therefore, after coming to
Australia, it was important for them to adjust to Australian pronunciation and
language intonation. Most of them stated a similar view to one student who
claimed that, ‗When I first arrived in Australia, I couldn‘t understand very much.
People spoke very fast and I was not accustomed to the accent. I was familiar
with the American accent and thought that people in Australia spoke with the
same accent. When I realised I had a problem with understanding, I wanted to
concentrate more on listening to be able to understand Australians. Now that I
have been here for almost one year, my listening is much better than before.
Maybe I don‘t need as much practice at listening now, but I still like to listen to
information and learn more about everything through this activity‘ (ESL S19).
For the students who have studied in an Australian environment for less than six
months, memorising conversation/dialogues was an activity which scored almost
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sixty percent (59%), and grammar exercises scored 66%. This means that these
activities were acknowledged as being valuable by the participants, although they
were not rated as highly as hypothesised. Many interviewed students admitted
that while memorising helped them to learn new vocabulary and useful phrases,
grammar was very beneficial in learning to write and speak correctly; therefore,
both these activities were considered being valuable in learning English. Further,
the participants were already familiar with these kinds of activity and found them
important in the learning process. Students very often expressed views similar to
this student who said, ‗When we learnt English in our country, we memorised
lots of words and sentences and still do. I think that memorising is useful in
learning English. … I believe that this activity is valuable and it is not new to us
because we had to memorise almost everything we learnt. But now when we are
here, we also like to learn English by using other activities, especially speaking
and pronunciation‘ (ESL S30).
The students gave similar statements regarding grammar exercises, where they
stated how valuable grammar was, but as time went by, other activities became
more important to them. Many of them declared, ‗If I hadn‘t studied grammar in
my country, I wouldn‘t have been able to start studying in Australia at the
intermediate level, so I‘m glad that I studied it before I came here. …grammar is
very useful and helps me a lot with writing and speaking (ESL S40). Another
opined, ‗I don‘t think the education system in our country is bad. Actually my
reading, writing and grammar became quite good through compulsory education.
Perhaps in our country, we spend too much time learning grammar, grammar
and grammar. But now I don‘t have to spend extra time learning it from the
beginning, I‘d rather concentrate on being able to communicate with others, for
example when I‘m writing or speaking‘ (ESL S66).
Surprisingly, the preference for memorising conversation/dialogues and
grammar exercises somewhat increased among the East Asian students who
studied in Australia for six months or more, from 59% to 67%, and from 66% to
72% respectively. Even though the numbers in both cases are not statistically
significant, they show a trend in the students‘ thinking. During the interviews,
many participants said that memorising was a handy strategy, and made similar
statements to the following student: ‗Memorising is very good for remembering
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how to say longer sentences correctly, especially when you have to prepare a
presentation in front of others. It is good to write down what you plan to say and
then try to memorise some expressions or sentences which you think are
important to say in your presentation‘ (ESL S18). Many participants expressed
opinions such as: ‗I like to learn some new useful phrases by heart, for example
some expressions for how to describe a graph. Then later when I have to write an
essay, I have a choice of words ready to use in it, so memorising is very helpful‘
(ESL S25). Some simply stated, as student S26 said, ‗You can‘t learn English
without memorising new expressions, or without learning grammar‘ (ESL S26).
However, in this group of students, there were also some participants who
remarked, ‗I don‘t like to waste my time learning grammar, I prefer to learn
English in a different way‘ (ESL S73), or ‗Memorising is very boring, I don‘t think
I can learn English by memorising‘ (ESL S60).
During the interviews, the students who had been in Australia for six months or
more were asked whether they had become aware of any changes in their
language learning preferences since arriving here. Most of them declared that
they have not seen any major changes in their learning preferences regarding
classroom activities and procedures. They continued highly valuing speaking
activities and interaction with teachers and other class members. ‗No I haven‘t
changed my preferences; they are the same. I still like participating in speaking
activities with other students and my teachers‘ (ESL S22), or ‗I still like the
activities where there are lots of discussions with other students, especially when
these students represent different countries‘ (ESL S23) was very often declared.
The findings from the interviews are in accordance with the findings from the
questionnaire, where not many statistically significant differences in learning
preferences were found between students studying less than six months and
those studying six months or more in Australia. However, most of the students
believed that they had changed their attitudes towards language learning.
Studying in an Australian context also helped the participants overcome their
shyness and change their behaviour. The next section is devoted to presenting
the findings associated with these changes.
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Changes in the East Asian Learners’ Attitudes and Behaviour
It has to be noted that most of the students who participated in this research
commented that they had changed some of their attitudes towards learning
English between high school and university before coming to Australia. Their
attitudes changed from ‗hated it‘ and ‗ignored it‘ to ‗found it useful as a way of
communication around the world‘ and a pathway to a ‗better career‘. The
participants enthusiastically informed the researcher about their earlier
experiences in their own country, and why they had changed their attitudes
towards studying English.
Most of the students interviewed explained that their secondary school teaching
was based mostly on high-structure and transmission modes of learning, and
methods of instruction that were generally not conducive to the active learning
model. The students were keen on learning English in their junior high school
due to having a lot of interaction and a variety of activities. However, once they
entered senior high school or university, their English language learning
experiences were dominated by preparation for examinations. Further, at senior
high school and at universities, the students had a lack of interesting and
motivating activities; therefore, their progress was slow and they were not
attracted to the study of English. They made statements comparable to the
following claim, ‗In high school, we spent most of the time studying for exams, so
we were not really interested in how well we learnt English because it was more
important for us to pass the exam‘ (ESL S20). Most respondents also made
similar remarks to the following, ‗I started to study English when I was 12 years
old. At that time, I liked to study English and I was interested in it. However,
later on I realised that our English teacher was teaching us only to pass exams.
He just taught grammar and other things like vocabulary for the examination.
These kinds of lessons were not really interesting for me. I hated the teacher and
I began to hate English, and as a result I never studied English seriously‘ (ESL
S43). This finding supports previous research (Nunan, 1999) where students
talked about having similar experiences in learning English in their secondary
schools.
Many teachers who were interviewed in this study were aware of the students‘
experiences claimed above. They expressed their views on this matter similar to
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the teacher who remarked, ‗Attitudinal changes are noticeable; less obvious are
cognitive changes which I think occur and which I encourage‘ (T3).
Many students also mentioned that their English study at universities in their
home countries was very often neither a good source of English learning, nor
interesting. The statements from these two students provide an example of many
typical responses, ‗I think that even though studying English at university was a
bit different to studying at high school, we still didn‘t have enough practice at
listening and speaking, and sometimes these activities were not interesting
either. I think this was the main reason that my interest in English was not very
high. Also, it was only one of the subjects I studied, so I couldn‘t understand the
importance of learning of English‘ (ESL S52), or ‗When I studied English at
university, we only had three hours per week in class and we didn‘t use many
resources to study it. It has been said that the style of learning English in our
country is ―the input, not the output‖ and I totally agree with this. I think it was
the main reason why I was not really interested in learning English‘ (ESL S45).
The rise of English to the status of a global language, its use in diplomacy and
international communication, in media such as Hollywood, in popular music, in
books, in education and on the Internet has changed the participants‘ attitudes
towards studying it. Students started to see English as an opportunity for a better
career and as a means of communication with the rest of the world. Most of the
interviewed students had similar experiences in changing their attitudes as the
students cited below.
I studied English for six years when I was a junior and high
school student in Korea. The Korean education style consists of
reading, grammar and some listening, so I didn‟t speak English
before I came here. I studied lots of grammar and vocabulary,
and also studied a few phrasal verbs, that‟s all. However,
everything has changed. Now, wherever I go and whatever I do,
I need to know English. I also need English for my job, which is
why I came here to study (ESL S60).
I studied English in junior and high school for six years and also
for two years at university. However, I have very negative
memories about it because I didn‟t like studying English. My
turning point was when I visited China for a communication
exchange programme. I had trouble communicating with the
Chinese students, even though they spoke English. During that
time, I realised that English is very important for my future.
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When I went back to Japan, I immediately enrolled in a private
English conversation school which I attended for two years, and
after that I continued to study English by myself through TV
programmes and English books. I realised that if I wanted to
communicate with people from different countries, or to improve
my future career, I needed to be fluent in English (ESL S20).
As can be seen from the above examples, the participants changed their way of
thinking about the study of English before they came to Australia. At first, they
did not enjoy studying English, because the method of delivery was dull and
examination-driven, and was only one of the many subjects they had to study at
school or university. When they realised that knowing English fluently would
help them later in life, no matter what career they chose, their attitudes towards
studying it changed. They began to study English more seriously as a useful tool
for career improvement and communication.
It has to be acknowledged that not all of the interviewed students were exposed
to the same experiences and attitudes as the above group of participants. Some of
them enjoyed studying English and admitted, ‗I know that maybe we were not
very successful at learning in secondary school, but still English was a very
enjoyable subject. That is the reason I came here, because I wanted to learn
more‘ (ESL S79), or ‗I have been studying English for 7 years and I like this
language. It is a good feeling to be able to understand something not only in your
native language, but also in English. Even if you don‘t understand much, you still
feel good and want to learn more and more… I think Australia is a good place to
learn more and enjoy it‘ (ESL S23). However, most of the students who came to
study English in Australia in their first six months of study proved to have a more
instrumental orientation, that is, concerning the financial, social or other benefits
of learning a language, than intrinsic motivation, that is, expressing enjoyment of
language learning.
During the interviews, most of the students who had studied English in Australia
for six months or more were of the opinion that they had changed their attitudes
towards learning English from ‗…it is difficult to learn English, but I have to do
it‘, to ‗…even though it is difficult to learn English, I enjoy studying it and want to
learn more and more‘.
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As the participants‘ previous education was in a highly examination-oriented
system, many of them also stated that when they came to Australia, the most
important thing for them was to achieve good results in their tests and exams.
However, as they had progressed with their study, their priorities had changed,
preferring to be confident interlocutors with friends, teachers and other native
speakers than to achieve high results during assessment. For these students, their
attitude towards learning English and its usefulness in authentic communication
were more important than high scores on the assessment criteria. They made
similar remarks to the following, ‗after eight months of study, I have changed a
lot, and I noticed that even though my exams are important, I need time to be
fluent in English. Students can perform very well or badly on an exam, but this
doesn‘t always mean that this exam checked their real level of English‘ (ESLS72).
Some students, especially from the ESP courses, mentioned that studying in an
Australian environment has given them a better understanding of what it means
to be an independent learner. These participants admitted that at first it was very
difficult for them to learn independently, and they didn‘t have a good
understanding of the importance of independent learning. Most of the time, they
relied heavily on teachers and on what teachers let them do. However, the longer
they studied, the better they understood the significance of independent learning.
Their attitudes changed in this area from disliking independent study to
understanding it as an important part of not only language learning, but of
general education as well. The students often stated similar to the following
remarks: ‗… at first, I didn‘t know how to study independently. I didn‘t like it
much and I didn‘t understand why I had to learn this way. But now I understand
it better and I know that it will help me in learning English and in my future
study or in career‘ (ESL S34).
Structured independent study was more accepted by students than unstructured
independent study. They felt safer when work was assigned by their teachers.
This is best expressed by one student, who declared,
„I feel more comfortable when teachers tell us exactly what we
have to do when we do independent study. If I don‟t have a clear
direction of what to do, I feel lost and actually, I don‟t work at all.
Sometimes when we go to the library, I only talk to my
classmates or use the Internet to check my email, that‟s it. But
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when we know that we have to read some specific articles about
food or customs from different countries, for example, I
concentrate on this and don‟t waste my time and then feel guilty
that I didn‟t do anything‟ (ESL S30).
The participants who had six months or more of studying English in an
Australian environment also changed their behaviour from being shy when
talking to other students to being more confident, not only when speaking in
pairs or groups, but also in front of a class, while delivering oral presentations or
representing group opinions during problem solving activities.

They talked

about these changes with great enthusiasm, because for them to overcome
shyness was a superior victory in comparison to learning English per se.
Two students summed up what many others commented, ‗Before, I was very shy
in the classroom, but now I enjoy being involved in different discussions‘ (ESL
S69), or ‗I‘m not afraid any more to ask my teacher questions if I don‘t
understand something, but it took me a long time to be able to do it‘ (ESL S70).
Some of them also made statements akin to the following: ‗When I first came
here and had to prepare oral presentations, I was very nervous and I couldn‘t
sleep, but now I feel more comfortable. I‘ve had more practice and our teachers
are very helpful, so it is much better than before‘ (ESL S67). The questionnaire
confirmed these findings showing statistically significant differences in
preferences for delivering oral presentations (see Table 6.8), from 48% of the
students who had studied in Australia for less than six months to 62% for those
who had studied in an Australian context for six months or more.

The Australian Respondents’ Length of Time Studying L2
at University
The Australian respondents were also asked to provide the length of time they
had studied an L2 at university, and their responses varied from 2 to 36 months.
The reason for introducing this variable to this study was to discover whether the
time spent learning an L2 at an Australian university had any effects on the
learners‘ preferences in respect to language learning. As previously mentioned,
the responses were categorised into two groups: 1) less than six months, and 2)
six months or more.
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Table 6.9 shows data from the questionnaire and the interviews regarding the
Australian students‘ length of time studying an L2 in Australia. It reveals that
more than two-thirds of the questionnaire respondents, at 73 (71.0%), and twothirds of the interviewees, at 14 (67.0%), had studied an L2 for less than six
months at university. It also illustrates that 30 (29.0%) of questionnaire
respondents and 7 (33.0%) of interview participants had studied an L2 at
university for six months or more.

Table 6.9: Duration of study for the Australian students
Questionnaires

Interviews

Months
Number

%

Number

%

Less than 6

73

71.0

14

67.0

6 or more

30

29.0

7

33.0

103

100.0

21

100.0

Totals

The major goal of L2 learning in Australia is for learners to be able to
communicate in the target language (see Chapter 5). Therefore, it was theorised
that the Australian students would prefer classroom activities and procedures
associated with contemporary methodology and approaches implemented into an
L2 learning program which focuses on these purposes. As previously noted in
Chapter 2, communication is not constrained to conversation only, but, through
using an array of modern technologies, includes a whole range of language
activities such as listening for information, playing games, writing letters and
emails, solving problems in groups, reading for information and for pleasure,
debating, and presenting to the class. In this situation, it was not known which of
the activities and procedures would be highlighted by the students in their
preferences. Further, there were some expectations of changes in the students‘
language learning preferences after they had pursued their language study at
university for six months or more. However, it was difficult to hypothesise in
which direction these changes could go, as literature on similar research appears
to be scarce and was not available to make a comparison.
The intention of the following sections is to present the findings associated with
the Australian students‘ preferences where they had studied for less than six
months in a university environment and to reveal if there were any changes in
comparison with students who had studied longer in the same environment.
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The Australian Respondents’ Changes While Progressing
with L2 Learning at University
Analysis of the Australian Students with less than 6 months of
L2 Learning
As only a small amount of research is being done in the area of learning
preferences of Australian students studying languages in an Australian context,
this part of the research will contribute greatly to the literature in this area.
Table 6.10 through to Table 6.15 illustrate the findings from the questionnaire.
They portray the language learning preferences of Australian students who had
studied languages at an Australian university for less than six months. The
presentation is in accordance with the methodology discussed in detail in
Chapter 4, and percentages have been rounded to whole numbers.

Table 6.10: Learning preferences of Australian students (less than 6 months
duration)
Overall Percentage
In the language class I want to learn by

Don’t like

Like

Role play (drama, dialogue with class mates)

32

68

Language games with lots of action

24

76

Conversations with other students

16

84

Solving problems in groups

31

69

Grammar exercises

28

72

Pronunciation practice

28

72

Going out with the class and practising language

34

66

Memorising conversations/dialogues

64

36

Reading in front of the class

55

45

Reading newspaper/magazine articles

40

60

Copying from the board

47

53

Giving a presentation to the class

61

39

Chi-Square Test: Pearson Chi-Square, df 1, p≤0.05
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Table 6.11: Learning preference for grouping arrangement
Overall Percentage
In the language class I prefer to work

Don’t like

Like

By myself (alone)

46

54

In pairs

21

79

In small groups

30

70

In one large group

44

56

Chi-Square Test: Pearson Chi-Square, df 1, p≤0.05

Table 6.12: Learning preference for work correction
Overall Percentage
When I speak I prefer to be corrected

Don’t like

Like

Immediately, in front of everyone

33

77

Immediately, in private

59

41

Later, at the end of the activity, in front of everyone

70

30

Later, in private

61

39

Overall Percentage
In the language class I like it when

Don’t like

Like

The teacher sometimes asks me to correct my own work

33

67

Other students sometimes correct my work

30

70

The teachers corrects my work

10

90

Chi-Square Test: Pearson Chi-Square, df 1, p≤0.05

Table 6.13: Learning preference for homework frequency
Overall Percentage
I like our teacher to give us some homework

Don’t like

Like

After each language class

21

79

Occasionally

52

48

Never

78

22

Chi-Square Test: Pearson Chi-Square, df 1, p≤0.05
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Table 6.14: Learning preference learning feedback
Overall Percentage
I like to know how much my language is improving by

Don’t like

Like

Talks given by the teacher

18

82

Class tests

39

61

Seeing if I can use the language in real-life situations

10

90

Overall Percentage
I like talking with my teacher about my progress

Don’t like

Like

Very often during the course

39

61

Sometimes during the course

21

79

At the end of the course

38

62

Chi-Square Test: Pearson Chi-Square, df 1, p≤0.05

Table 6.15: Learning preference for particular areas of language learning
Overall Percentage
In the language class I want to concentrate on

Don’t like

Like

Speaking

7

93

Reading

7

93

Writing

28

72

Listening

10

90

Grammar

29

71

Vocabulary

12

88

Pronunciation

15

85

Chi-Square Test: Pearson Chi-Square, df 1, p≤0.05
The above tables indicate that the preferences of the Australian students studying
an L2 at university for less than six months are very similar to their East Asian
counterparts. The Australian participants wanted to be involved in activities of a
communicative nature where interaction and co-operation with the language
instructor and other students, in pairs and in small groups, take place. As shown
in the above tables, the least popular activities among the Australian students
were those of a ‗traditional‘ character, such as ‗Memorising conversation and
dialogues‘, and‘ Reading in front of the class‘. Moreover, activities and
procedures that students were not familiar with such as ‗Giving a presentation to
the class‘ and ‗Other students sometimes correct my work‘ scored below 50%. In
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the sub-section for oral correction, unlike the East Asian students, this group of
students preferred to be corrected immediately, in front of others. The findings
from the questionnaire were confirmed and elucidated further by the interviews.
Most of the interviewed students, both those who had studied for less than 6
months and those for more than 6 months, emphasised the importance of active
participation in an extensive array of activities which provide comprehensible
information, and which are relevant to students‘ own needs and interests. They
also highlighted the pleasure of studying with international students. Expressing
the thoughts of most of the students, one participant stated,
My preferences are for any kinds of activities which are vital,
provide good sources of information and give us the opportunity
to be involved actively in language learning. I think that when
we become involved actively and have lots of practice in
speaking, listening and correcting each other, we have a better
understanding of the whole concept of foreign language
learning, and we are more successful at learning it. I believe to
be active is very important (LOTE S2).
Another participant gave additional insight,
I can‟t say that some activities are better than others. If they are
relevant to our interests and future usage of the language, I
would say that all of them are beneficial. We are lucky to have
opportunities to learn through a vast range of exercises and
interact a lot with other students and the instructor. I think that
our communication is extremely important. We‟re also lucky that
we can study in such a wonderful, international environment
which gives additional, special flavour to our study (LOTE S5).
Some of the students maintained that at times they feel frustrated by studying an
L2 due to what they perceive as having to complete difficult tasks. However,
when they overcome these difficulties, they feel happy and proud of themselves.
One student expressed this attitude well,
„Sometimes we have a reading or listening task which is very
difficult for us, and at these times we feel frustrated because we
can‟t muddle through it. We think that we will never be able to
master this language. But later when we‟ve managed to learn the
material, we again feel that everything will be OK and we are
very satisfied with our progress‟ (LOTE S4).
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Other comments from students included statements akin to the following,
„For me, the most preferred activities are a variety of speaking
tasks where lots of interaction with other students is involved
while we work in groups or in pairs, or as a whole class.
However, any other activities with interesting topics and with
vocabulary which is not too difficult are also welcome. The more
variety there is in activities, the better for us; that way we‟re not
bored. Even though we sometimes feel irritated if something
doesn‟t go as we expected, the more we overcome, the more
proud of ourselves we are‟ (LOTE S1).
Many of the Australian students who studied an L2 for less than six months did
so only because they had to study one as a component of their major courses.
They did not think about mastering the studied language, because they knew that
it would be a rather long process. Student S7 expressed this idea well, ‗If I wanted
to be really good at Japanese, or at any other language, I would have to study it
for years. But my purpose for studying here is actually not to be fluent in a
foreign language. In my case, it will be pretty good if I am be confident enough to
say a few sentences and to understand some simple sentences in Japanese‘
(LOTE S7), or ‗I don‘t think I will study the language next semester. I don‘t have
enough time for it. I like it very much, but if I want to speak perfectly, I need to
spend a lot of time learning it because it‘s a time consuming subject. I will try to
maintain what I have already learned, just in case I need to communicate with a
native speaker, and maybe in the future, if time permits, I‘ll learn more‘ (LOTE
S6). Another said, ‗I don‘t know; I suppose I haven‘t decided whether I want to
continue with it yet. I do enjoy Japanese, but I don‘t know whether it‘s a field
that I want to go into‘ (LOTE S5).
As in the case of the East Asian participants, not many differences were found
between the length of study at university and changes in the Australian students‘
preferences in learning an L2 as far as classroom activities and procedures are
concerned. The Australian participants‘ attitudes and behaviour, however,
changed, as it had in the case of their East Asian counterparts. All of the details
regarding these changes are illustrated in the following sections.
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Comparison of the Australian Students with Different Lengths
of L2 Learning
Table 6.16 gives the information from the questionnaires where statistically
significant differences were noted between the length of time spent studying an
L2 by the Australian students at university, and their preferred way of language
learning.

Table 6.16: Variation in learning preferences according to length of time
studying at university
Study of a second language at
Learning Preference
university
Chi(from the section for homework frequency) < 6 months 6 months or
in %
more in %
square
After each language class

79

67

.029

Occasionally

48

79

.006

Never

22

14

.037

Chi-Square Test: Pearson Chi-Square, df 1, p≤0.05
As can be seen from the above table, the most significant changes were found in
the section relating to preferences for homework frequency. Almost 80% of the
participants who studied an L2 at university for less than six months preferred to
have homework after each language class, and only 48% preferred it on an
occasional basis. Moreover, a quite high percentage of respondents (22%) would
like to study an L2 without additional work after the language classes. The
preferences changed for students who studied language for six months or more.
While the percentage for having homework after each language class and not
having homework at all dropped to 67% and to 14% respectively, the percentage
for having homework occasionally increased to 79%.
The interviews with the students and the teachers confirmed this finding and
provided further evidence and clarification of the observed learning preferences.
The interviews revealed that many students who represent this sub-group (less
than 6 months) also present a low L2 proficiency level and therefore wish to be
guided in language learning by frequent additional work after each class. Many
of the interviewees stated that, ‗Most of the students do the course for only one or
two semesters and they are on a rather low level. They usually enrol in the course
for beginners or low-intermediate level, and are devoted to doing supplementary
work regularly after each language class to make sure that they are on the right
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track‘ (T3), or ‗I like it when our instructor gives us some work to do after each
class. In my opinion, homework given on a regular basis will help us to establish
the right direction for learning especially at this [low] level‘ (LOTE S3).
The interviews also confirmed that some students in this sub-group had enrolled
in this subject because it was a compulsory component of their major course.
However, these students were not really determined to pursue L2 study. They
enjoyed the classes, but were not interested in extending their learning beyond
the classroom. For them, homework was not a particularly important aspect of
language learning. Some of the interviewees stated, ‗I have to admit that though I
like my language classes, I don‘t much like preparing extra work after classes.
Honestly, I don‘t have much time in my busy schedule and because it‘s usually a
small amount of work in comparison with other assignments, most of the time I
don‘t remember that I have to do the work for my language classes‘ (LOTE S7), or
‗I would say our language classes are fantastic. I like very much the way John
teaches; he‘s a very dedicated teacher. I also like socialising with other members
of our group; it‘s really great. However, when I think about homework, that‘s
another story, and I don‘t think I like it so much‘ (LOTE S5).
At the same time, the sub-group who studied an L2 for six months or more
preferred a different frequency for homework. Some 67% of them preferred
homework after each class, but almost 80% preferred to have homework on an
occasional basis. Moreover, the percentage of students who dislike having
homework by any means is lower (14%) than for the students who studied an L2
for less than six months (22%).
During the interviews it became clear (and would be expected) that many
students in this sub-group represented a higher language proficiency level in
comparison with the sub-group who studied language for less than six months.
Further, this sub-group was also highly motivated and had an intrinsic interest in
L2 study. This was confirmed by the teachers of these students. The following
passage from one teacher was fairly typical of the other teachers interviewed
when discussing motivation and an intrinsic interest of Australian students who
study an L2 at university for more than six months. This teacher stated that, ‗The
Australian students who study with us for a few semesters usually show a high
level of interest in language study. Also, their motivation is very high and they
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usually do courses at the intermediate, upper-intermediate, or some of them, at
the advanced level‘ (T1).
When interviewed, the participants from these more advanced students
confirmed the questionnaire findings regarding homework frequency. They
preferred to be involved in the bigger projects and assignments which are
checked on an occasional basis rather than to have homework after each
language class. Many of them stated, ‗In my case, I prefer to participate in the
type of work which is not checked regularly, I mean, after each class. I would
rather have larger assignments which are checked a few times during the
semester, as similarly done with other subjects I‘m presently studying. I think
this style suits me better‘ (LOTE S87), or ‗…before, I preferred to have homework
after each class to monitor my progress often, but now I prefer to submit my
homework in the form of an assignment or some other project‘ (LOTE S89).
When asked about the reason for these preferences, the students answered in a
very similar way to one who remarked that, ‗At this language level [upperintermediate], you have to work hard. More work is involved in language study
and you need more time to prepare everything properly, so it is not possible to do
homework after each class‘ (LOTE S84).
The changes in learning preferences for grouping arrangement are also
noteworthy. While only 54% of the students studying for less than six months
preferred to study alone, 73% of participants studying for six months or more
preferred this means of study. During the interviews, expressing the thoughts of
some of the students, one student mentioned that, ‗When you are more advanced
in language learning, you have to study alone more often because of the nature of
the activity. You have to do more lengthy reading and writing on which you need
to concentrate alone‘ (LOTE S85). Moreover, changes in preferences for working
in one large group are observed, with 56% of those studying for less than six
months preferring to work in one large group, whereas only 40% of those
studying for more than six months were fond of this arrangement (see Appendix
G for full information). Even though this finding is not statistically significant, it
gives some indication regarding the students‘ length of language study at
university and their preferences in this area.
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As with the East Asian students, the Australian students did not perceive many
changes in their preferred activities and procedures as they progressed with their
language learning at university. Findings from the questionnaire were confirmed
during the interviews where many Australian students stated that they have not
changed their preferences in language learning. They commented, ‗I don‘t think
my preferences at the present time are different from before. When I came here,
(to university), my favourite activities were all associated with interaction where I
could communicate with other students and I still like these kinds of activities a
lot‘ (LOTE S84), or ‗…speaking and interaction with others is what I wanted
when I began to study at this university and I think that I still need it. I want to
be fluent in Japanese and this is the reason that I like a lot of speaking activities
and a lot of interaction with others‘ (LOTE S89).
While the participants were consistent in their preferences as far as activities and
procedures were concerned, they admitted, as in the case of the East Asian
students, their changes in attitudes and behaviour in language study. Details
regarding changes in the Australian students‘ attitudes and behaviour are
presented in the next section.

Changes in the Australian Learners’ Attitudes and Behaviour
Most of the Australian students who participated in this research changed some
of their attitudes towards learning an L2 after they began to study at university.
Similar to their East Asian counterparts, the Australian participants informed the
researcher about their L2 learning experiences at high schools and other preuniversity institutions, and why they changed their attitudes about studying a
second language.
Some of the respondents enjoyed their language classes while studying at high
school and had very encouraging experiences in L2 learning. They liked their
teachers, the way they were taught and the materials provided. The following
comment is typical, ‗I was learning French and liked the teacher very much. I also
liked the way he taught and the materials he provided were very interesting and
useful. I think this was the main reason that I liked learning a second language‘
(LOTE S7). However, most of the students the researcher interviewed stated that
they learnt an L2 as a part of the mandatory curriculum in their secondary
schools, and that they did not have a real interest in learning it. Many
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participants who studied an L2 due to mandatory curriculum requirements have
expressed their view on language learning in a very similar way to the students
who remarked that, ‗I studied French in high school for four years. However, I
wasn‘t very good at it and I wasn‘t very interested either. I‘m very mathematically
oriented as you know some people aren‘t very mathematical and it interested me.
But I was forced and I didn‘t want to be in a language class and I didn‘t learn
anything‘ (LOTE S5), or ‗I couldn‘t see the importance of studying a [second]
language but it was a part of the curriculum and I had to study regardless of
whether I liked it or not in those days I never treated learning a second language
seriously‘ (LOTE S2).
Changes in some students‘ attitudes towards L2 learning were partially
developed after they finished high school and began to better understand their
own position in an increasingly globalised world. It was particularly motivating
when they saw a lot of commercial opportunities to communicate with native
speakers in international and local contexts. Many of them had the opportunity
to travel overseas or to meet travellers from overseas in Australia. As previously
stated, Australia has many holiday destinations which are popular with a growing
number of international tourists, especially from Japan, Taiwan, China and
French-speaking New Caledonia. Further, the universities situated in Australia
have many international students. In this situation, the Australian students have
many opportunities to interact with international clientèle. This was one of the
factors that encouraged them to learn languages.
Expressing the changing attitudes of some of the Australian participants, one
student stated, ‗Ten or twenty years ago, there wasn‘t nearly the same amount of
verbal contact between languages as there is today and you just wouldn‘t come
into contact with a French person. But now, particularly at this university, I‘ve
got friends who I can speak to in French, and it actually has a use. Previously, the
only access you‘d have to the language would be through written material‘ (LOTE
S6), or ‗Since I‘ve finished high school, I‘ve realised that I need to learn Japanese
to be able to communicate with them in the hospitality and tourism industry. It is
of high importance in Australia and especially here [name of the Australian city],
because there are a lot of Japanese people in this place. Just the Japanese course
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itself is important to learn, to know their language, and how to communicate
with them‘ (LOTE S86).
Further changes in attitudes came when the participants began to study at
university. They had the opportunity to see other international students who
were able to communicate in at least two languages. The participants were also
exposed to interesting programs and interaction with these international
students as well as with teachers. In many cases, these particular factors
contributed to changes in the students‘ attitudes towards L2 study. Many of them
made similar remarks to the following,
„One of the things I thought was fascinating was the language
skills of some of the students in the class. Some of the
international students came to the class already able to speak
two or three languages. It was amazing just watching their
ability to pick up the language and understand the grammar
because of its similarity to French or Italian or whatever. I have
a lot of respect for those students who are trying to do that,
because English is difficult enough to deal with and then learning
another language as well as English. I thought that it was very,
very brave so I thought, yeah, that was really good and
encouraged to learn to be fluent in a second language (LOTE
S83).
Some of the participants changed their attitudes, because they saw opportunities
to extend their L2 knowledge through further study overseas. They were
attracted by the prospect of continuing to learn an L2 as exchange students, or by
having the chance to obtain a scholarship to study further in a target country.
These awards make them study harder and with more interest. The participants
made similar remarks to the following, ‗Actually, it is worth making an extra
effort to learn [a second language] because you have greater opportunities not
only to communicate with native speakers, but also to study overseas. This idea
develops slowly. You take a deeper interest in the language and the culture as you
study and then you discover that you want to learn more. There are possibilities
for obtaining a scholarship or to be an exchange student. When I found out about
these benefits, I changed my attitudes towards second language study‘ (LOTE
S89).
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Most of the Australian participants, similar to their East Asian counterparts,
changed their behaviour from being shy to building their confidence while
speaking in front of others, or using an L2 in real life conversations. Many
teachers and researchers think that because Australian students have been
exposed to the Western style of learning in their early education, they are open to
performing language activities in front of others. This research revealed that the
sub-group of students who studied an L2 for less than six months had similar
problems to the East Asian students in overcoming their shyness while speaking
in front of others.
These students also felt stressed and uncomfortable when they made
grammatical errors or mistakes in sentence structure or when they had problems
with pronunciation. It took time for them to overcome their shyness and
discomfort. Their statements from the interviews regarding this problem are
provided in the following paragraphs.
When I first commenced my study at this university, I preferred
listening to our lecturer or other students because I was not very
confident at speaking. Even though I studied Japanese in high
school, my language skills, especially speaking, were very poor
and I felt embarrassed when I couldn‟t pronounce words
properly or when I made a mistake in sentence structure. I
slowly built my confidence and I think that I‟m OK now (LOTE
S84).
You don‟t feel comfortable if you‟re not sure how to say
something in a foreign language, “You‟d better keep quiet and
wait even when you think you know how to say something
properly, otherwise you could be embarrassed”. This was my
thinking when I started learning at university. But now I‟ve
realised that the more you practise, the more confident you are
about your abilities, and you don‟t worry much about your
mistakes. Native speakers will understand that this is not your
first language in the same way that we understand our
international students when they speak English (LOTE S85)
Some of the students suggested that studying an L2 for one semester only does
not allow enough time for developing confidence in language usage. Expressing
the thoughts of these students is best illustrated by the following statements,
‗Some students study a second language for only one semester. In my opinion,
this is not enough time to develop your language skills. You feel more
comfortable after you‘ve studied for a longer period of time, not only because you
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learn more, but also because you become more confident at communicating in
this language. You no longer feel as inhibited as you did in your first semester‘
(LOTE S88), or ‗I don‘t believe that you can gain much confidence in speaking in
a foreign language when you only study it for one semester. It took me much
longer than that to realise that it‘s not a big deal if I make some mistakes or
mispronounce words when I‘m communicating with others‘ (LOTE S89).

Conclusion
This part of the study focused on identifying self-perceived changes in the
language learning preferences of East Asian students since coming to Australia
and Australian students as they progress with their LOTE learning at university.
Neither the East Asian nor the Australian participants experienced major
changes over time in their language learning preferences as far as classroom
activities and procedures were concerned. Both groups of students maintained a
similar range of preferences which involved interaction with other students and
with their teachers in an array of activities.
Minor statistically significant changes were noticed among the East Asian
students in the area of ‗Presenting to the class‘, where students who had studied
in Australia for six months or more were keener to do this activity than those who
had studied for less than six months. Further, there were changes in the grouping
arrangement where the sub-group of East Asian students who had studied for six
months or more showed more interest in individual study than in group study.
This group of students also changed its preferences from positive (above 50%) to
negative (below 50%) for the questionnaire statement: ‗Talking about the
progress at the end of the course‘.
In the case of the Australian participants, minor changes were mostly associated
with homework frequency. In this group, the students who had studied for less
than six months preferred to have homework on a regular basis. Moreover, onefifth of this sub-group was not keen to have homework at all. At the same time,
students who had studied language for six months or more preferred to have
homework only on an occasional basis due to having longer and more timeconsuming assignments. This sub-group also represented a lower percentage of
students with no interest in homework.
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Chapter 6 – Views on Self-Perceived Changes While Progressing with L2
Learning
The interviews revealed that a large number of the participants in this study
partially changed their attitudes towards L2 learning before they began studying
in Australia in the case of the East Asian students, or before they began studying
at university in the case of the Australian students. Their attitudes changed in the
perceived importance of language learning in the changing world. Further
changes, from instrumental to intrinsic interest, were noticed while students
were progressing in their language study. The students from both groups
demonstrated more genuine interest in L2 learning when they had lengthier
exposure to its learning, when the East Asian students had studied for six months
or more in Australia, or at university for the Australian students.
This study also discovered that not only did the East Asian participants have
difficulties when performing in an L2 in front of the class, but many of their
Australian counterparts had the same problem. The researcher found that in
both groups of students who had studied for less than six months, there were
many students who were shy, afraid of making grammatical and sentence
structure mistakes, or afraid of mispronouncing words. In both groups, the
students slowly overcame the problem after studying for a longer period of time.
In describing the language learning preferences of the studied groups, as largely
discussed in the previous chapter (Chapter 5), this section of the research
revealed many similarities between the length of L2 study in a new environment
and the students‘ preferences. It also revealed many similarities in the students‘
experiences in L2 learning before they began to study in the current
environment. The next chapter (Chapter 7) will present in more detail the results
to the questions, ‗What aspects of the East Asian and Australian L2 students‘
perceptions of the value of learning a language for future prospects impact on
their current language learning?‘, and ‗To what extent do differences in the East
Asian ESL students‘ and the Australian LOTE students‘ language learning goals
and experiences impact on their responses to language learning?‘.
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and Experiences
Introduction
The purpose of this chapter is to present and analyse the data associated with the
influences of the participating students‘ language learning goals on their language
learning preferences and engagement with L2 learning. A comparison is made between
learners who studied language for general purposes and those who studied an L2 for
specific reasons such as further studies or particular type of employment. Further
consideration is also given to how the students‘ experiences influence their preferences
and engagement with language learning.

Students’ Classes – General Language and Language for
Special Purposes
To provide an answer as to whether or not the students‘ language learning goals and
experiences have an impact on their language learning preferences, the students were
asked to provide information about whether or not they studied an L2 for general or
for special purposes. It has to be noted that the general language courses and courses
for special purposes refer to both, English as a second language and to other second
languages. The general language courses are designed for students who wish to
improve their performance in all four language macro-skills of reading, writing,
listening and speaking, as well as in pronunciation, vocabulary, and grammar, and who
wish to apply their language knowledge for general usage. These courses also give a
good foundation for language courses of a specific nature. General Language courses
are sometimes called ‗Language for Non-specific Purposes‘ and again refer to both,
ESL and LOTE.
On the other hand, the courses referred to as ‗Language for Special Purposes‘ are
tailored for L2 students who have a particular focus area for their learning goals.
Special purpose programs are designed for students who will be seeking further study
in their area of interest or for those who need a deeper knowledge of specific
vocabularies or specific L2 skills for their careers. In addition, language for special
purposes not only has to prepare learners for very specific performances, but needs to
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do so in a limited period of time, which frequently entails a considerable amount of
responsibility for both the students and their teachers.
General language courses are offered according to different levels of L2 knowledge.
Students can study language right from the beginner level, through to the intermediate
level, up to the advanced level. Concurrently, programs for special purposes require the
students‘ language skills to be at least at the intermediate level so as to be certain that
they are able to participate comfortably in class activities and in independent study in
these particular courses. Therefore, students who would like to study language courses
for special purposes need to represent, as a minimum, the intermediate level of L2
knowledge. The findings presented in this chapter are helpful in answering further the
question: ‗To what extent do differences in the East Asian ESL students‘ and the
Australian LOTE students‘ language learning goals and experiences impact on their
response to language learning?‘
Table 7.1 shows information from the questionnaires and the interviews respectively
regarding the students‘ classes. While 296 (75.3%) of the respondents of the
questionnaire attended general language classes, 97 (24.7%) attended language classes
for special purposes. As far as the interviewed students are concerned, 70 (78.7%) were
from general language classes and 19 (21.3%) were from language classes for special
purposes.

Table 7.1: Number and percentage of questionnaires and interviews conducted by
class
Class
General Language
Language for Special Purposes
Totals

Questionnaire

Interview

Number

%

Number

%

296

75.3

70

78.7

97

27.7

19

21.3

393

100.0

89

100.0

It was theorised that students studying language for special purposes would be more
motivated and would prefer the kinds of activities that they were familiar with because
of the hypothetically higher value placed on ESP for further study and/or future career
prospects. As such, it was thought that these students would be more likely to turn to
activities following high-structure and exam-driven modes of learning. Similarly, it was
theorised that students studying language for general purposes may be more receptive
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to different approaches to language learning, given that the nature of such generalpurpose learning often includes a willingness on the part of the student to learn in a
freer style.
This part of the investigation reveals the findings which will be presented in the
following sections. First, attention will be given to the areas which show noticeable
similarities before turning to those areas where there were distinct differences.

Questionnaire Analysis: Similarities between Students of
General and Special Purposes Classes
The current research found that there were only modest differences between learners
studying language for general purposes and those studying language for special
purposes in regards to classroom activities and procedures. Overall, both groups
preferred active and interactive kinds of activities, although learners studying language
for general purposes are more accepting of a full range of activities than those who
studied language for special purposes. The next section of this chapter will present the
questionnaires‘ findings, emphasising the areas of L2 learning where students
exhibited extensive similarities in their preferences.
Table 7.2 through to Table 7.7 portray the findings from the questionnaires. They
illustrate the language learning preferences of both groups of students, that is, general
language and language for special purposes as the dichotic variables. As already stated
in Chapters 5 and 6, the meaning of dichotic variables is that the graphs display the
percentages of results in which ‗I like it‘ and ‗I like it a lot‘ were selected from the scale
of responses and both these responses were added, and then the mean percentage was
calculated to find out which classroom activities and procedures the students
preferred. The same was done with the results from the scale of responses ‗I don‘t like
it‘ and ‗I don‘t like it a lot‘ and the mean percentage was calculated for activities and
procedures the students do not like.
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Table 7.2: Learning preference for particular kinds of classroom activities
Overall Percentage
In the language class I want to learn by
General Language

Language for
Special Purposes

Role play (drama, dialogue with class mates)

72

61

Language games with lots of action

72

72

Conversations with other students

90

83

Solving problems in groups

72

76

Grammar exercises

69

72

Pronunciation practice

83

83

Going out with the class and practising language

77

67

Memorising conversations/dialogues

58

52

Reading in front of the class

48

39

Reading newspaper/magazine articles

59

66

Copying from the board

48

40

Giving a presentation to the class

50

49

Chi-Square Test: Pearson Chi-Square, df 1, p≤0.05
In the area of preference for particular kinds of classroom activities (see Table 7.2),
both groups were similar in studying language through different modes of delivery and
were content to learn by involvement in numerous activities which lead to effective
communication in the target language. The most popular activities pronounced by both
groups were ‗Conversations with other students‘ and ‗Pronunciation practice‘. While
‗Conversation with other students‘ was rated as high as 90% by the students from the
general language classes and 83% by those from the language for special purposes
classes, pronunciation was rated equally and reached 83% for both groups. In addition,
similarities were revealed for the least favourite activities, which were ‗Reading in front
of the class‘ at 48% for general language and 39% for language for special purposes,
‗Copying from the board‘ at 48% and 40% respectively, and ‗Giving a presentation to
the class‘ at 50% and 49% respectively. Only two activities from this section were found
to be statistically significantly different. These two activities are ‗Going out with the
class and practising language‘ and ‗Role play‘.
The issue of differences will be presented later in this chapter in the section that
illustrates differences between the students studying language for general purposes
and those studying language for special purposes (see Table 7.8). For now, the
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attention turns to examining more closely the evidence relating with the students‘
similarities in other sections of the questionnaires responses.
As far as grouping arrangement is concerned, both groups preferred to work in pairs
and small groups. The least preferred work was that arranged in one large group,
followed by working alone (see Table 7.3).

Table 7.3: Learning preference for grouping arrangement
Overall Percentage
In the language class I want to learn by
General Language

Language for
Special Purposes

By myself (alone)

60

60

In pairs

80

83

In small groups

80

74

In one large group

36

29

Chi-Square Test: Pearson Chi-Square, df 1, p≤0.05
Regarding correction, both groups preferred to be corrected immediately during
speaking activities. Further, even though they did not mind being corrected by their
peers in the classroom, their first preference was to be corrected by the teachers (see
Table 7.4). In this section, statistical difference was found in the activity ‗Other
students sometimes correct my work‘. While 70% students from the general language
classes like this kind of activity, only 53% students from the language for special
purposes opted for it. (See the section Differences in language learning according to
students‟ class for more information regarding these differences).
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Table 7.4: Learning preference for work correction
Overall Percentage
When I speak I prefer to be corrected
General Language

Language for
Special Purposes

Immediately, in front of everyone

63

69

Immediately, in private

65

68

Later, at the end of the activity, in front of
everyone

47

37

Later, in private

50

46

Overall Percentage
In the language class I like it when
General Language

Language for
Special Purposes

The teacher sometimes asks me to correct
my own work

81

76

Other students sometimes correct my work

70

53

The teachers correct my work

90

95

Chi-Square Test: Pearson Chi-Square, df 1, p≤0.05
Both groups were also similar in their preferences for homework frequency and
learning feedback. The findings in the former category indicate that the students
preferred homework either after each class or on an occasional basis only (see Table
3.1). The results from the latter category highlight the fact that the students like to
know how much their language is improving by testing their skills in real-life situations
or by performing tasks given by the teacher. It was further revealed that both groups of
students were keen to discuss their progress from time to time during the course (see
Table 7.6).

Table 7.5: Learning preference for homework frequency
Overall Percentage
I like our teacher to give us homework
General Language

Language for
Special Purposes

After each language class

61

65

Occasionally

73

66

Never

17

16

Chi-Square Test: Pearson Chi-Square, df 1, p≤0.05
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Table 7.6: Learning preference for learning feedback
I like to know how much my language is
improving by

Overall Percentage
General Language

Language for
Special Purposes

Tasks given by the teacher

81

87

Class tests

63

69

Seeing if I can use the language in real-life
situations

90

92

Overall Percentage
I like talking with my teacher about my progress
General Language

Language for
Special Purposes

Very often during the course

68

64

Sometimes during the course

79

76

At the end of the course

49

48

Chi-Square Test: Pearson Chi-Square, df 1, p≤0.05
Table 7.2 through to Table 7.6 above show the results from the questionnaires and
indicate that there were more similarities than differences between the studied groups
as far as classroom activities and procedures are concerned.
From the above presentation of results, it is evident that the learning preferences of the
students from both the general language courses and courses for special purposes are,
in most areas, in accordance with the general trend in L2 learning. To be specific, the
participants from both groups like to focus on classroom activities and procedures
which involve social interaction while creating new linguistic knowledge (see Chapter 5
for the details of general trends).
The final section of the questionnaire (see Table 7.7) which deals with overall
preferences in particular areas of language learning revealed again more similarities
than differences in learning preferences between these two groups. The most
noticeable similarities were in the area of ‗Speaking‘ and ‗Listening‘ where both groups
scored very high at over 90%.

153

Chapter 7 – Students’ L2 Learning Goals and Experiences
Table 7.7: Learning preference for particular areas of language learning
Overall Percentage
In the language class I want to concentrate on
General Language

Language for
Special Purposes

Speaking

93

97

Reading

82

91

Writing

75

86

Listening

91

93

Grammar

75

69

Vocabulary

91

83

Pronunciation

92

85

Chi-Square Test: Pearson Chi-Square, df 1, p≤0.05
The above Table 7.7 illustrates that even though both groups of students indicated
speaking and listening activities as their leading preferences, the respondents were
also interested in being involved in other areas of language learning such as reading,
writing, pronunciation, and vocabulary. None of these areas of language learning was
found to have a negative preference, that is, less than 50%. However, some areas of
language study show statistically significant differences between students studying
language for general preferences and those studying language for special purposes.
This issue will be discussed in a later section of this chapter which will be dealing with
statistically significant differences between these two groups. For now, the focus will be
on closer examination of the evidence drawn from the interviews, where similarities in
speaking, listening, and grammar activities will be presented and analysed.

Interview Findings: Similarities in Speaking, Listening and
Grammar
Interviews with the participants confirmed the questionnaire findings, reassuring
substantial similarity in some areas of L2 learning and distinct difference in others.
The areas where students from both classes, general language purposes and language
for special purposes, demonstrated considerable similarities in their opinions were
speaking, listening and grammar were concerned.
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Speaking
The interviews with the students substantiated much of the responses to their
questionnaires. During the interviews, both groups of students admitted that it was
most important for them to be able to communicate clearly when speaking, and that
their speech was understandable to others in terms of content and pronunciation. They
also stated that they enjoyed participating in these kinds of activities during class as
they were able to interact with other students and with teachers to practise their
speaking. The classroom environment provided students with the opportunity to
participate in conversation as well as other types of speaking activities, and to receive
help and correction from teachers and peers. Further, both groups of students
admitted that speaking lucidly is one of the most difficult abilities in learning an L2.

One student from a class for general purposes with an attitude commonly
expressed by most students articulated,
… but I think the most important thing for me is knowing how to
express myself when I talk to other people. Sometimes I have very
good ideas in mind, but I don‟t know how to express them in English. It
is the most difficult thing for me and I think, for other international
students too … lots of different activities, especially speaking, are good
because I can practise and improve in this area (ESL S30).
Both groups of students stressed the importance of focusing on learning language
expressions which make sense in a particular L2. In fact, the students wanted to
understand differences in sentence structure in different languages so that in this way,
added to clear pronunciation, they can communicate easily with other L2 users when
they attempt speaking. One multilingual student from a general language course
agreed with most participants when stating, ‗We really have to concentrate on
expressions ... If we want other people to understand us, we have to know how to
communicate clearly in our second language, especially when speaking‘ (LOTE S2).
A probing question, ‗What exactly do you mean by communicate clearly when you talk
to people?‘ revealed that students understood clear communication as building
sentences which make sense in another language as well as clear pronunciation. The
above student (LOTE S2) illustrated this when asking people‘s age in English as, ‗How
old are you?‘ but in French, the exact translation of this would be what age do you
have?-quel âge avez vous?‘ Every language has its own structure which could be very
different to other language(s); therefore, it is important, in the students‘ view, to
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understand this difference. By clear communication, many students also meant clear
pronunciation. Most of the participants were conscious of not being able to pronounce
words as well as native speakers do; however, through speaking they can learn
pronunciation clearly enough so that other people will recognise their words.
Nevertheless, the participants were aware that their pronunciation will not be exactly
the same as native speakers and they acknowledged the fact that speaking with an
accent is acceptable if their pronunciation is generally understood by other L2
interlocutors.
Most students from both groups focused their preferences on working in small groups
where they can exchange their ideas, resolve problems, prepare group presentations
and at the same time enjoy each other‘s company and conversation. The participants
stated that in this manner they learn a lot from each other. They added that these
activities are rather difficult due to much re-phrasing and repetition of thoughts and
ideas to assure that the students are unmistakably understood by their interlocutors.
However, these kinds of activities, in the students‘ opinion, are beneficial for the
development of their verbal communication.
The above thoughts are the best expressed by the following comment,
I really like classes with lots of conversation where I can exchange
ideas with others … Sometimes it is necessary to repeat our thoughts
and ideas in different ways to be sure that other students understand
our meaning, and sometimes we need help from teachers, or from
other students, to express what we want to say … Even though these
kinds of activities are difficult, they are very good for our speech
development (ESL S40).
The participants from both groups wish to feel comfortable and secure while involved
in conversation with other L2 speakers. Being aware of their vocabulary limitation and
pronunciation problems, they like to work with their peers and teachers so as to get
help and correction to overcome these problems. Further, they want to ensure that
their views are understood by other L2 speakers. These preferences, given by most of
the participants, are best summarised by the student who contended,
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All students want to be certain that they have been properly
understood by others … as our vocabulary is limited and we often have
problems with pronunciation ... When we get involved in discussions in
our language classes, we are helping each other overcome these
problems. We can correct each other or ask our teacher to help us with
the right expression or pronunciation. By doing this, we can be sure
that our thoughts are clearly understood by everyone (ESL S42).
The students from both groups admitted that even though they are surrounded by
native speakers, in many cases, they do not have many opportunities to converse with
them. Moreover, they stated that native speakers are neither willing to indicate if they
understood the students‘ speech, nor prepared to correct their grammatical mistakes.
Sometimes, the students saw that their meaning in conversation with native speakers
was lost and they were not sure if the expressions they used were clearly followed.
Further, the participants stated that the classroom is a good place for conversation and
they like having speaking activities there due to the help received from other students
and the correction from L2 teachers, especially when more complex (argumentative or
opinionated) speaking activities are involved.
The above view was clearly represented by one of the students, who explained,
„… but I still don‟t have many opportunities [in Australia] for
conversation with native English speakers … and even when I do talk
with [them], they usually don‟t tell me if they really understand what I
am saying, I mean, if my speech is clear to them. Sometimes, I can see
that my meaning has not been clearly understood. However, in the
classroom I can receive help from other students and the teacher when
I experience difficulty speaking correctly. Also, our teachers will
correct our grammar and tenses … when we are involved in simple
conversation it is OK, more complex speaking activities are difficult
and we need help‟ (ESL S31).
When discussing more complex speaking activities, the students were referring to the
kinds of activities when they are required to express their opinion on different topics,
or when they have to participate in discussion and explain what they think about a
controversial subject, for example their opinion about the euthanasia. Such
engagement is rather difficult for them; however, they are very helpful in learning how
to share knowledge and opinions with other classmates and teachers, and perhaps in
the future, with other people.
The above statements from the interviews confirm questionnaires‘ findings and
revealed that there are similarities between the students studying language for general
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purposes and those studying language for special purposes. Both groups liked to be
engaged in speaking activities which help them develop their speaking skills. They saw
the classroom as ideal for developing this skill by having a lot of peer interaction, help
and correction from other students and teachers in conveying simple and complex
conversational discourse in a smooth and clear manner. Even though the speaking
tasks were difficult for them, the participants portrayed them as being enjoyable and
very important for communication.
Informal discussion as well as the interviews with the teachers from the general
language classes and classes for special purposes confirmed that the students‘ first
preference in language learning is speaking. All of the interviewed teachers made
similar comments to the following,
There‟s no doubt that speaking is the most favourable activity among
our students. They like to be engaged in formal and informal speaking
activities. You can see their excitement and involvement when
participating in conversation, debating, or role-playing. Even though
they‟re often shy or not able to express themselves accurately, they
enjoy speaking (T5)
or
Students in general language classes often request to leave the text and
have conversation, even when speaking is constantly encouraged
during textbook work and exercises (T6). These two statements were
enriched by the language teacher who confirmed the students‟
preferences for speaking activities, regardless of the language course, I
teach both general English and English for Academic Purposes, and
I‟ve noticed that both groups are very similar as far as speaking
preferences are concerned. Both groups enjoy being engaged in
speaking activities … (T1).
Some teachers who teach both groups of students, although not seeing any real
differences in speaking activity preferences, did observe a difference in the students‘
interest as far as topics are concerned. When asked whether she could see any
significant difference between the students from the two courses, one teacher stated,
I can‟t see any significant differences between these two groups in this
category (speaking); however, they do differ in the sorts of topics they
are interested in … I mean, students studying second language for
special purposes prefer to discuss the topics associated with their
specific area of study, or topics which could be used during tests, as
during the IELTS test (T2).
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Other teachers confirmed that EAP students definitely want to use discussion time on
relevant topics, which for most of them means topics that are typically found on an
IELTS exam.
Not all of the students, however, prioritised speaking as their preferred activity in their
language learning endeavours. A small number of participants from both groups were
not keen to be involved directly in this kind of learning. During the interviews, these
students explained that even though they know that speaking plays an important part
in language learning, they do not feel confident enough to be engaged in such activities
and prefer to concentrate on other skills. Firstly, they prefer to practise active
observing and listening to other learners involved in conversation. They explained that
this kind of engagement gives them the opportunity to detect what is involved in an
exchange of conversation as well as gaining more knowledge of the language, namely
grammar, vocabulary, and language structure. Then, this knowledge can be applied
later to speaking. One of the students classified in this category stated,
I like speaking, but it isn‟t my main concern ... Other skills are also
important for me. If I want to be a good speaker I must listen to and
watch how other people speak. Also, I need to know a lot of everyday
expressions, vocabulary, and grammar, in order to participate not
only in simple conversations such as telling someone my name or what
my favourite food is, but also in more detailed exchanges such as
sharing information about my family or stating my opinion on
different subjects … I need to be well prepared to speak correctly on
different topics without hesitation (ESL S41).
Usually, the students who were not long in the educational environment of this study
had difficulties in engaging in conversation. They did not like being involved in
conversation or other speaking activities. They were aware of the importance for them
to practise speaking; however, they needed time to feel more comfortable with their
classmates and teachers. They preferred observing conversation between others and
paying attention what they said and how they said it. Moreover, they would rather
concentrate on reading, vocabulary, and grammar as they felt more comfortable
learning in this way. This group of students planned to be involved in conversations
when their L2 improved and when they would feel more familiar with students and
teachers and by extension more comfortable to engage in conversation.
The above students were asked whether they believe that they need to have more
language knowledge, such as vocabulary and grammar, before they begin to speak.
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They replied that without enough vocabulary and grammar, it is difficult for them to
build good conversation or be involved in discussions. They do not feel comfortable
when speaking and constantly making mistakes, or pausing for long periods while they
try to think of words to explain their thoughts. The above findings indicate reasons
why L2 teachers should avoid the idea of giving students ‗free talking‘ time to think of
any topic.
In summary, students studying language for general purposes and those studying
language for special purposes held many similar opinions about speaking, with both
groups rating speaking activities as a very high priority, more so than any other
language activity, according to the questionnaire and the interview results. Students in
both groups revealed that communicating clearly and being understood, regarding
content and pronunciation, was of utmost importance, even if it is one of the most
difficult L2 tasks. It was also revealed that interaction in the classroom during
conversation and speaking activities was an important and enjoyable part of speaking
practice that fostered correction and assistance.

Listening
Listening is another area that is perceived similarly by both groups of students. The
respondents considered activities associated with developing listening skills very
important and therefore desirable. The questionnaire results revealed that 91% of
students from the general language classes and 93% of students from the language
classes for special purposes wanted to concentrate on listening (see Table 7.7).
The questionnaire results were confirmed by the interviews. Whilst being interviewed,
most of the students from both groups admitted that they would like to concentrate
intensively on listening throughout their L2 study. The respondents saw this skill as
rather difficult, but a helpful tool for their further study, in communication with others
and in receiving information. They also saw it as a means of developing their general
knowledge, hastening the learning process, and helping to develop more sensitivity in
recognising different accents.
Most of the students from both groups made such remarks as,
… Listening is a really crucial factor in learning languages. Learners
can be involved in lots of different listening tasks and use many
listening resources ... I like it very much when we watch videos
containing news or information about different cultures and customs
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or other topics, and afterward we discuss what we‟ve heard. I think by
doing this, we learn the language more quickly, and increase our
general knowledge too (LOTE S2)
or
… when I take up Japanese again at a later stage, I‟d definitely focus
on learning more from Japanese people and watching the Japanese
news and listening to Japanese tapes (LOTE S8). Another student
stated, … to be able to recognise different accents and be actively
involved in conversation‟ (LOTE S9) and yet another, … if we wish to
use [English] to communicate with people from around the world, we
need to be able to understand different accents and participate in
discussion. This is why listening is an important part of learning (ESL
S53).
Regarding diversity in accents, one of the interviewed teachers claimed that in general
English classes, students often comment on how they do not like listening to different
accents, especially when listening to non-native English speakers speaking English.
However, once they accept that accents are a big part of the whole process and that
evading listening to different accents will not help them in the long run, they start to
improve a bit. The teacher added that, ‗Some students enjoy identifying the accents
they hear after a while.‘ (T10)
For the students who considered studying at university, either in Australia or overseas,
L2 listening skills were perceived as crucial abilities for understanding lectures and for
participation in tutorials. These students desired to improve their listening before
attempting tests and studies at university. Expressing this concept, most students from
the East Asian cohort stated that in the future they would like to enrol in EAP classes
and take the IELTS test. If they are successful and score highly on this, they would like
to enrol in study at university where all their lectures will be in English and they will
need to understand them. Therefore, listening is very important for them. Many
students from the Australian cohort also reported that in the future they would like to
apply for a scholarship to study overseas; hence, they need to improve their language
skills, particularly listening skills, before they go there.
Another view expressed by most participants is that listening was always rather
difficult for them, yet very important for their further development. They want to be
able to not only speak, but also listen, understand, and give a response to what they
have heard. This view is best illustrated by the following student, ‗listening is a very
difficult part of language development, but also very useful and important. We need to
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learn how to listen and understand what we hear. Sometimes people ask us questions
and we have to answer, so we really need to comprehend what other people say‘ (ESL
S18). Most interviewed teachers confirmed the students‘ view on this skill, contending
that although students often find listening tasks difficult and frustrating, they usually
indicate that they think it is useful and therefore they like it to be included in the
language programs.
In reference to the difficulty of listening, students were asked, ‗Why do you think
listening is a difficult skill to develop?‘ Almost all of them answered that it is difficult to
develop because it is a lengthy process and because native speakers speak too fast and
change the topic so often that the students are not able to follow them. Another of their
concerns was that people have different accents. These views are best expressed by the
students who remarked that ‗Learning how to listen is difficult because it takes time.
You have to spend a lot of time listening to native speakers to be able to understand
everything they say. Also, people have different accents and it often takes time to
recognise the words and their meaning‘ (ESL S18). Another student added, ‗… not only
do people have different accents, they also speak very quickly which makes everything
so difficult to understand and slows your progress … it takes time to be able to follow
their conversation‘ (ESL S19). One more student clarified, ‗it is difficult to understand
different accents; as well as this, listening to native speakers is difficult because they
speak so fast and change the topic so often that you can‘t follow them‘ (ESL S22). Most
of the interviewed teachers agreed with the students‘ statements and commented
similar to the teacher who pointed out that, ‗… all native speakers speak fast for the
learner; however, L2 teachers are conventionally slower by compassion‘ (T2).
The group of students from classes for special purposes was particularly concerned
with developing their listening skills for further study or for their career. Most of them
repeatedly stated that they plan to work or study in Australia, in the case of the East
Asian students, or work or study overseas, in the case of the Australian students, and
therefore they wanted to focus on this particular skill. This is the best illustrated in the
comments, ‗I need to know how to listen to native speakers because I plan to work in
Japan for a while and my future career depends on my knowing Japanese, so I believe
it is necessary to develop my listening skills‘ (LOTE S85) or, ‗… I hope to improve my
listening, because I need this skill for university‘ (ESL S28).
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Some of the interviewed teachers believe that students studying for general purposes
have more exposure to listening outside of the classroom than those studying language
for special purposes. They think that this phenomenon is due to the environment the
students are exposed to. This was best expressed by the following teacher,
‗Unfortunately, I have found that GE students tend to do more out-of-class listening
practice than my EAP students‘ (T10). According to the interviewed teachers, these
phenomena seem to be related to the fact that the GE students are usually newer to
Australia and many of them live with native English speakers in homestay situations;
therefore, they naturally watch TV or listen to radio programmes which the families
regularly tune into. Conversely, many of the EAP students have had homestays and
then choose to live with flatmates, who are often students from their home countries
and who speak the same native language.

This then equates to less listening to

English-language sources.
The majority of the interviewed students from both groups also mentioned that
listening helps them improve their pronunciation. When they listen to the news or
information, they try to pay careful attention to how people pronounce words.
Sometimes, they also repeat the words loudly after the speakers. The students stressed
that they need to practise listening to improve their pronunciation. They commented
much the same to the student who noted that, ‗I‘d like to have more listening activities
in our [language] classes, because it would not only improve my listening skills, but it
would also help me to learn how to pronounce words and construct sentences, and also
where to put stress on them‘ (ESL S40). Some of the interviewed teachers stated
similar opinions and added that pronunciation in general is often a neglected area.
They suggested that perhaps more attention should be given to discrete sounds as well
as to large units of speech recognition.
Some students from both groups saw a strong association between speaking,
pronunciation, and listening. They viewed these activities as being very closely
connected and inseparable. Expressing the thoughts of this group of students one
participant remarked, ‗If you learn how to speak, pronounce words, and construct
sentences, you should also learn how to listen - these activities go together‘ (ESL S18).
To sum up, these findings on listening provide insightful information regarding the
preferences of students studying language for general and special purposes. Both
groups of students were very similar in their responses, admitting that they would like
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to give a great deal of attention to listening activities throughout their L2 study.
Respondents saw this skill as rather difficult, but a helpful tool in their further study,
in communication with others, and in receiving information. They also saw it as a
means of developing their general knowledge, hastening the learning process, and
helping to develop more sensitivity in recognising different accents. Finally, most of
the students from both groups mentioned that listening helps improve their
pronunciation, and some students saw a connection between speaking, pronunciation,
and listening, and recommended that these activities be learnt together.

Grammar
Similarities were also revealed in the area of grammar where both groups of students
were consistent in their ratings. In the questionnaire, grammar received the lowest
score of 75% from the general language course participants and 69% from respondents
studying language for special purposes. The interviews verified the questionnaire
findings. Nonetheless, it is evident that even though it received the lowest percentage,
grammar is still quite high amongst student preferences.
As stated earlier in Chapters 5 and 6, most of the students involved in this study,
especially the East Asian students, had received a lot of exposure to grammar in their
native countries, and to a certain degree, in Australia too. Yet this study found that the
students preferred involvement in other learning activities than grammar, though not
neglecting grammar completely. Most of the participants from both groups perceived
grammar as an important component of L2 learning and agreed that it should be learnt
in context. Furthermore, they remarked that learning grammar is easier than learning
how to speak or listen.
Most of the respondents made such statements as,
It would be very difficult to learn a second language without learning
grammar. We need to know why something should be written or said
in a certain way. However, it should be learnt in context, not as a
principal issue of language learning. I also find that learning
grammar this way is not very difficult. If you know the rules, you can
apply them when you are writing or speaking (LOTE S3)
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or
There‟s no doubt that grammar plays a very important role in
language learning. However, it shouldn‟t be of primary concern
because when you speak you don‟t think about grammar. Rather, you
concentrate on how to express your thoughts effectively, and also on
understanding what is being said. … So, speaking and listening
activities are more important and more useful than grammar, but also
more difficult to learn in comparison (LOTE S1).
The interviewed teachers described how they approach teaching grammar in different
contexts. Most of them were more meticulous in applying grammar rules in writing
than in speaking. They commented that in regard to speaking and grammar, if the
student is comprehensible, then only consistent structural errors are pointed out to
them. However, grammar is more rigorously attended to in writing, with the emphasis
on the correct form being used and transferred to speaking with practice and pattern
repetition.
Most of the teachers agreed that developing grammar knowledge facilitates the
students‘ reading comprehension. As one teacher (representing similar opinions)
asserted,
Greater grammar skills definitely assist reading ability and decoding
skills with text. Often students have trouble with identifying the subject
in a complex sentence, especially with a participle phrase introduced
early in a sentence. This applies to both EAP and GE. A focus on wordby-word translation provides meaning but not the overall “sense” of
the text, or even at sentence level (T9).
Although there are no statistically significant differences with regard to learning
grammar between students learning language for general purposes and those learning
for special purposes, they did consider its usefulness from different perspectives. While
the former understood the efficacy of grammar in overall terms of language learning,
the latter associated its value with developing writing skills. However, most
respondents from both groups remarked that grammar is an essential element of L2
learning as it helps in understanding written and spoken information as well as
providing a good base for more complex learning.
This view is best expressed by students who claimed that, ‗Grammar is very helpful if
we want to understand information. We can comprehend what is written or what
people say much more easily when we know grammar‘ (LOTE S4) or, ‗Without
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grammar it would be difficult to learn [an L2]. Grammar gives us a good foundation for
advanced learning and helps us to develop the language in every area‘ (LOTE S2).
Further investigation on what students exactly mean by developing the language in
every area brought the reply that they refer it to the other areas of language learning
like reading, listening, or writing. Students also viewed grammar as being helpful when
they speak, although some do not think much about grammar when they are engaged
in conversation. Thus, the participants become aware of the usefulness of grammar in
every aspect of language learning.
Most of the students from language classes for special purposes associated the
usefulness of grammar with writing. They admitted that for writing a high quality
essay, they need to know grammar; otherwise, their essays would be poorly written.
Moreover, the students commented that it would be difficult to improve writing skills,
as good writing is connected to knowledge of grammar. Yet although these students see
grammar as very useful for writing, they cannot see its beneficial role in developing
their speaking skills. They stated similar to one student who declared,
I studied a lot of grammar when I was in high school, and I have to
say that I find it useful when I write. However, I can‟t say that it
helped me much in developing my speaking skills (ESL S24).
Some students stated that they could not imagine themselves using an L2 in their
profession without knowledge of grammar. They admitted needing grammar for
accurate translation or any other professional transactions. They made comments such
as, ‗I can‘t imagine myself working as a translator without knowing grammar. I will
need to translate many legal documents from English to Japanese and vice versa, and
my writing must be accurate. Therefore, in this profession knowing grammar is
essential‘ (LOTE S87), or, ‗I believe that if I want to use Japanese or any other foreign
language for professional purposes, I have to be knowledgeable of grammar‘ (LOTE
S89).
The students‘ statements regarding usefulness of grammar in other L2 skills
development were confirmed by the interviewed teachers. The teachers asserted that
once students realise the helpfulness of grammar in overall L2 development, they
respond better to learning it. The claim of the following teacher reflected the thoughts
of most of the teachers,
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In reference to grammar, I find that if I recognise that is it “not the
most exciting subject” but try and present it in a way that is useful and
relevant, students respond better. For example, once EAP students
realise that knowing passives can help them to paraphrase better, they
seem to become more interested in learning more about them (T10).
In spite of the many similarities regarding preferences for classroom activities and
procedures between the two groups, some statistically significant differences were
found in the questionnaire answers. These differences, which are supported and
extended by the interviews, will be presented in the next section.

Differences between Students of General and Special Purposes
Classes: Questionnaire Analysis and Interview Findings
Having reviewed those areas where students displayed considerable similarities in
their opinions, namely in speaking, listening and grammar, the attention now turns to
those areas where there were distinct differences. As in the previous chapters, crosstabulation and Pearson Chi-square tests were conducted to discover the activities and
procedures from the questionnaire that have shown statistically significant differences.
Table 7.8 gives information related to the differences between students studying
language for general purposes and those studying language for special purposes.

Table 7.8: Differences in learning preferences according to class
Language Class
General
Language %

Language for
Special
Purposes %

Chisquare

Role play (drama, dialogue)

72

61

.045

Going out with the class & practising language

77

67

.051

Other students sometimes correct my work

70

53

.002

Concentrate on reading

82

91

.041

Concentrate on writing

75

86

.041

Concentrate on vocabulary

91

83

.024

Learning Preference

Chi-Square Test: Pearson Chi-Square, df 1, p≤0.05
The information from the above table indicates that students participating in the
classes for general purposes are more interested in activities such as role-plays or
practising language outside the classroom than their counterparts from the classes for
special purposes. Furthermore, when compared with students who learn language for
special purposes, the students from general language classes are also more enthusiastic

167

Chapter 7 – Students’ L2 Learning Goals and Experiences
with regard to other students correcting their work and to vocabulary learning.
Conversely, the students from classes for special purposes rated activities such as
reading and writing significantly higher. Students‘ preferences were further confirmed
and greater insights were provided during the interviews.

Role Plays and/or Drama
Most of the students from classes for special purposes, due to time constraints, prefer
to concentrate on activities that are useful for their further studies or examinations.
Therefore, they do not like to spend too much time on activities that are not directly
related to their language learning goals like role plays or drama. Expressing a concept
held by most students one participant said, ‗When I was a general English student, I
liked role plays or drama, but in this class I prefer to concentrate on activities which
will prepare me to pass the Cambridge test. I need more writing and listening practice
because I‘m very weak in these areas‘ (ESL S31), another student added, ‗It is very
interesting to be involved in drama and perform in a foreign language, but frankly
speaking, we don‘t have much time to do it. We need to spend our time on more
important things which are directly connected to our course; otherwise, we will be here
forever‘ (LOTE S86).

Out of the Classroom
Similar to the statements in the above section‘s statements were remarks made about
the activity ‗Going out with the class & practising language‘. Most of the students who
studied language for special purposes preferred to study hard and improve their L2
skills in the classroom situation. As their time was restricted, they did not want to
spend it on activities which were not directly connected with passing exams or not
strictly connected with practising language in the classroom. They claimed that they
would rather stay in the classroom to learn than go out with the class, because the
lessons were valuable to them and their study time was limited, restricted by
examinations. Most of the students‘ statements were similar to these two Australian
students who studied Japanese for special purposes, ‗When I studied Japanese in
Japan, I preferred to practise language in the classroom … every lesson was very
precious to me‘ (LOTE S85) and,
… the main problem is that I have limited time for studying Japanese.
Although I really like practising the language outside the classroom,
on excursions for example, I have to say that I prefer to concentrate
mostly on reading and other activities that are necessary for my
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further study in Japan. In other words, I prefer to study in a classroom
situation (LOTE S88).
Most of the interviewed teachers confirmed the students‘ statements, commenting that
a large proportion of students studying language for special purposes, especially EAP
classes, consistently regard excursions and cultural activities as unnecessary to their
language development. Some were quite negative about participation in such activities.
Many students from this group gave a number of reasons for their choices of not going
on excursions to practise language. Their main reason for being here in Australia, in
case of East Asian students, or at university, in case of Australian students, is to engage
deeply in study in the school surroundings. Even though they realised that when
interacting with other people they learn from them, they perceived that going on an
excursion does not guarantee learning since it is more fun than learning. Another
reason was that with the course progression, the students found their classes
increasingly difficult. Therefore, in order to improve their L2 skills, they needed more
time to study and would rather go to the library. This group of students viewed that the
only way to improve their L2 abilities was to study hard in the school environment.
However, a few of the students who studied language for special purposes differed
from their counterparts regarding learning activities as they were satisfied with a more
relaxed way of learning and made admissions like the following,
Yes, I agree that we need to study hard, but … we should have a bit of
fun in class too, and do something that can give us some pleasure … it‟s
fantastic when we can do something other than preparation for our
tests and exams. I think practising English outside the classroom is
great, even if you don‟t learn as much as you do in the classroom. We
don‟t always have to have a whiteboard, an overhead projector, or a
computer in front of us to learn English (ESL S16).
Another student added,
… When they do organise an excursion or activity outside the
classroom, I will be ready to participate … I like to practise my
language skills in different [settings than] the classroom environment,
so if something like that was organised I would go (LOTE S89).
A small number of students from the classes for special purposes also revealed that
practising language outside the classroom, or on an excursion, is very relaxing and has
a similar effect to study in the classroom. Furthermore, students said they have more
opportunities to familiarise themselves with the local Australian community and
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environment, and feel safe doing so, because they are not alone. These students
remarked similar to the following,
… Practising language outside the classroom or on an excursion is
very relaxing and just as effective as in a classroom situation. I think it
is very beneficial because … we are surrounded by beautiful sights and
also learn more about Australian communities, such as the Japanese
community (LOTE S89).
Some East Asian participants from classes for special purposes commented that they
particularly like practising language on excursions. They stated that despite already
being in Australia for a few months, they had not had much opportunity to visit places.
All they have done is to go shopping. The main reason for not visiting any places that
are a bit further away from home or school is because they have no company for it and
they are afraid of getting lost. In this situation, they think that going on excursions
with classmates and teachers gives them good opportunities to improve their speaking
skills as well as to see ‗the beautiful scenery of Australia‘. In this way, the participants
feel safer and more relaxed about going out, because they are not alone.

Work Correction
The interviews also confirmed the questionnaires‘ findings and revealed differences in
activities entitled ‗Other students sometimes correct my work‘. There were two main
reasons why students studying language for special purposes scored much lower than
their general language counterparts on being corrected by other students. The first
reason was time constraint as these students did not have enough time to ‗experiment‘
with activities which they claimed were not useful in achieving their goals in a limited
period of time. The second reason was that their teachers did not expose them to these
activities. Therefore, as in the case of the Australian participants in this study (see
Chapter 5), the learners from the classes for special purposes were not familiar with
this type of correction, unless they had previously studied in general English classes in
Australia.
During the interviews, most of the students from language classes for special purposes
made such statements as, ‗We don‘t have much time for correcting each other‘s work,
and because I‘ve never done this before, I‘m not sure if I like this kind of activity‘ (ESL
S23), or, ‗I don‘t think that correction by other students would be useful in this class.
Maybe I don‘t know what‘s best for me, but our teachers don‘t ask us to do this, so
perhaps they also think that it‘s not so useful‘ (ESL S30). Additionally, ‗When I
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attended general English classes, we sometimes corrected each other‘s work, especially
with activities such as reading or listening to fill in missing words from a text, or when
we had dictation. However, in this class [English for Academic Purposes] we don‘t do
these exercises any more‘ (ESL S26).
Conversely, the students from the general language classes were more open to new
experiences in language correction by their peers. They were more relaxed and not as
restricted by time as the students studying language for special purposes, and therefore
more willing to be exposed to innovations in learning an L2. Whilst interviewed, most
of the general language students, even if they had not experienced this type of
correction before, were rather enthusiastic about being involved in correcting each
other‘s work. They made such statements as, ‗I don‘t know what is involved in
correcting my classmate‘s work, but I would like to try it to see whether I like it or not‘
(ESL S40), or ‗… from time to time I like it when we correct each others work; it makes
me think‘ (ESL S57). The interviewed students admitted that when they are correcting
other students‘ work, they enjoy writing comments at the end of the checked work,
imitating their teachers‘ comments such as ‗Well done‘ or ‗Your skills in this area are
improving‘.

Reading
Both groups of students scored highly in their preferences for ‗Reading‘. However,
those studying language for special purposes scored significantly higher than their
general language counterparts. The higher scores revealed that reading is very
important in their language development, and in achieving their goals to use the
language in their career or further study. Having clear goals helped them overcome the
difficulties they experienced in dealing with texts which they found uninteresting. The
interviewed students declared that reading activities are helpful in building vocabulary
and structuring sentences. Moreover, they associated reading with improving general
knowledge as well as their reading strategies. The following statements illustrate
similar comments made by most participants,
I know reading is very important for learning, even though at times
it‟s not very interesting. When I read, I not only build my general
knowledge, but I also improve my reading strategies and learn how to
read effectively for further study. Through reading, I learn new words
and how to structure sentences, and I need to be a good reader to be
successful in my study (ESL S46)
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Another student added that,
Reading is very important for my future study and profession, and
even though the texts are sometimes a bit boring, I know that I need to
read them (LOTE S87).
Most students expressed the feeling that similar texts to those studied in class could be
on their next test paper; therefore, they will need to know how to approach it.
Furthermore, they admitted that they need to build on their vocabulary, and because of
this, they understand the importance of exposure to different readings, even though
they do not find these readings very interesting.

Writing
During the interviews, most of the Australian and East Asian students studying
language for special purposes highlighted the preference of learning to write. Even
though many of them did not like it, they admitted that the skills gained in this area
are essential to advance their study and for their future career. As with speaking and
listening, the students viewed writing skills as difficult, though very important to learn.
The statement from this Australian student provides an example of many typical
responses, ‗Writing is very important, even though it‘s very difficult and, to be honest, I
don‘t like it much. However, because it‘s important, I‘m happy for it to be included in
our language program‘ (LOTE S86). As for the East Asian students, they had to sit for
the IELTS test and score at least 6.5 for writing to be able to enter Australian
university. Further, they were aware that their university assignments have to be
written in English; therefore they needed to develop skills in this area.
As most students in this group plan to employ an L2 in their future career, they are
concerned with writing skills. Some students admitted that they have to know how to
write business letters in L2 while running their own business in the future, and some
pointed out that writing skills are fundamentally important in the particular profession
of interpreting. The opinions of these students are best expressed by the following two
students, ‗in the future when I have my own business, I will need to know how to write
business letters‘ (ESL S76) and, ‗I can‘t imagine doing my work as an interpreter
without knowing how to write. In this profession it is one of the most essential skills to
have, therefore knowing how to write in Japanese is very important to me‘ (LOTE
S84).
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Concurrently, a large number of participants learning language for general purposes
stated that writing is not as important to them as speaking. Because they have more
opportunities for oral communication, they need an L2 for these purposes and
therefore they do not like to spend excessive amounts of time trying to master writing
skills. This group of students stressed that perhaps in the future when they are enrolled
in courses for academic purposes, they will dedicate more attention to writing. These
students frequently admitted that they are not concerned about writing and they do
not like to spend much time on it. They wanted to learn how to speak well because of
increased opportunities for travelling, where writing will not benefit them as much as
speaking. Their statements were very similar to the following two students: ‗I don‘t like
to concentrate too much on writing, because I want to be able to make conversation
with other people, so my goal is to improve my speaking skills‘ (ESL S62), and, ‗I know
that writing is important, but at the moment I prefer to concentrate on speaking and
listening, and other fun activities. Maybe later when I am studying for the IELTS test,
or studying English for academic purposes, I would like to concentrate more on
writing‘ (ESL S49).

Vocabulary
Statistically significant differences between the studied groups were also found in the
area of ‗Vocabulary‘. Although both groups of participants were keen to gain
knowledge in this area, they were devoted to learning vocabulary by using different
strategies. While the general language learners were enthusiastic about learning new
words through playing games like scrabble and doing crossword puzzles and other
vocabulary exercises, the learners for special purposes preferred to learn vocabulary
while reading in context. Many of the latter stated for example, ‗before, I learnt every
new word separately, but now I try to learn new vocabulary when I read by guessing
the meaning from the context, and only using the dictionary when I really don‘t
understand‘ (ESL S30), or ‗… at this level I prefer to learn it in context, while I read or
listen to how the word is used‘ (LOTE S89).
Some of these students also admitted that they not only changed their preferences in
learning vocabulary, but they also used monolingual dictionaries to a greater extent,
for example an English-English dictionary instead of a bilingual one. They also
demonstrated a wider range of strategies than their counterparts from language for
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general language, especially when guessing unknown words from the context was
concerned. They made statements similar to this student,
When I was a general English student, I preferred to learn new words
by playing different vocabulary games or doing vocabulary exercises.
I also wrote every word in English and the meaning of this word in my
[native] language, but now I use the English-English dictionary more,
or
I try to work out the meaning before I use a dictionary. For example,
today we had a reading entitled “Chocolate, Friend or Foe”. At first, I
didn‟t understand the word foe, but then I thought about it and
realised it would mean the opposite of the word friend (ESL S40).

Motivation and Perceived Value of L2 for Future Prospects
Differences were also found in the students‘ motivation in L2 learning. The interviews
revealed that a large number of the students, from both East Asia and Australia,
studying language for special purposes retained higher motivation to achieve
excellence in L2 learning. Correspondingly, many of their counterparts studying
language for general purposes, though highly valuing achievement, were more
motivated to be engaged in activities linked with enjoyment. The interviews also
revealed that the students‘ motivation, whether they studied for special or general
purposes, was not only strongly associated with their learning goals, but also with their
learning environment. The following sections discuss these issues further. First,
motivation of the East Asian and the Australian students studying an L2 for special
purposes is discussed; then attention is given to the East Asian and the Australian
students studying an L2 for general purposes.
During the interviews, most East Asian students studying English for special purposes
stated that motivation to study hard was much higher in these classes than in those for
general English. This group admitted that most of the students studying in advanced
general English classes are not very motivated to learn intensely as they had already
reached the level they wanted, so they were more relaxed about learning. Almost all of
these students made similar remarks to the following,
… when I was at the advanced [general English] level, I observed that
most of the students were not very motivated because they had already
made an effort to get into the advanced class. They were satisfied with
what they had already learnt and preferred to study in a relaxed
manner (S44).
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The participants also recognised in the class for special purposes, strong motivation of
other students, and apparent and similar goals encouraged them to be more motivated
to learn hard and achieve good results. Moreover, they wanted to learn in such an
environment, commenting analogous to the following, ‗Now I‘m studying English in
the EAP course, and it‘s a dream come true. I‘m very happy to be in this class because
the other students have a similar level of motivation and most of them study hard‘
(ESL S22), or ‗… everybody is very helpful here and the students are highly motivated,
so it helps me to keep my motivation high‘ (ESL S23). Also, ‗… studying in this class is
a real pleasure because all of us have a strong motivation to study and we have similar
goals too‘ (ESL S43).
The interviews also revealed that students studying language for special purposes
realised differences in classroom culture regarding the serious attitudes of students,
which they liked to apply to their own study. Several of these students made the
statement comparable to this comment,
I had a lot of fun when I was studying in general English classes. Now
though, my attitude has changed and I‟d like to study harder to further
my academic development. I‟m no longer interested in having fun
because I need to concentrate on being well prepared for exams,
especially the IELTS exam. So in my classes, I want to take my
learning very seriously and be highly motivated (ESL S46).
Most of the interviewed teachers confirmed these views and stated that some general
English students are shocked at the different classroom culture in the EAP courses
regarding seriousness of the students. According to these teachers, the students see
particular EAP courses as automatic articulation to higher studies where greater
emphasis is placed on skills development. They added that these students need to be
pushed; hence, peer pressure is sometimes applied.
Most of the Australian students studying an L2 for special purposes remarked, ‗Now
that we‘ve reached this level of Japanese [advanced] we‘re more motivated than ever‘
(LOTE S87). The interviewed students admitted that all the students in their class are
highly motivated; they like to achieve good results and therefore they study to their
capacities. Further, they have clear goals for their study and they all plan to use an L2
in their future careers.
Most of the students added that the learning environment is very important in keeping
their motivation high. They revealed that their motivation depends not only on their
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purpose of studying, but also on their classmates. Many of them stated that if their
classmates are interested in language learning and demonstrate high motivation in
achieving excellence, they try to adjust to them. In trying to keep pace with their
classmates, they are encouraged to study even harder. These statements were
confirmed by the interviewed teachers who declared that a few dedicated hard-working
students make an enormous difference in class motivation. Additionally, most students
mentioned that L2 teachers and other special friends are also good sources of
motivation, as one student remarked, ‗Another motivation I find at university is that
my teacher is wonderful and I also get motivation from my Japanese friends‘ (LOTE
S90).
Some participants added that a love for a language and native speakers kept their
motivation high. Most of their responses were quite similar to one participant who
claimed that, ‗Studying Japanese as a major is quite difficult, but I am always
motivated to continue because I really love the language and its people‘ (LOTE S90).
Another student stated, ‗I‘m motivated to learn [English] because it is really beautiful
and so are its people, such as our teachers and other Australians‘ (ESL S79).
These participants revealed that their motivation to achieve good results began to
develop when they were still general language students. Many students from this group
stated that general language classes were only stepping stones to prepare them for
special purposes classes; however, even in these classes they tried to be high achievers
so as to be well prepared for the special purpose classes. Yet not all general language
students plan to study courses for special purposes or an L2 as a major. Therefore, a
large number of East Asian and Australian students studying an L2 for general
purposes demonstrated different opinions on motivation to their counterparts.
The East Asian students liked their English classes, wanting them to be fun and
entertaining. They knew that they should study harder, but presently preferred to
enjoy being in Australia. Some of these students planned to work harder when
admitted into courses for special purposes. Some of them had worked very hard before
and now preferred to have a bit more enjoyment in their study and not put a lot of
pressure on themselves. They also preferred to have teachers who are not very strict as
they were studying an L2 rather for enjoyment and not for any special purpose. Many
had similar views to this student, ‗I‘m glad that our teachers don‘t push us all the time
to work hard. I‘m a bit lazy, so I feel comfortable having teachers that are not very
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strict. I do like studying, but not very hard … I‘m not studying English for any serious
purposes, only for pleasure‘ (ESL S59).
Further investigation of the statement ‗I‘m not studying English for any serious
purposes‘ revealed that these students do not have any particular plans for using
English in their career. They neither plan to study at university in Australia nor to work
in a job which specifically requires them to speak English. They just want to learn
English because they enjoy it, and it may be useful to them some time in the future.
However, they currently do not need to study it for the IELTS or any other tests.
Similarly, most of the Australian students studying an L2 for general purposes were
not highly motivated in their language studies. Most of them enjoyed language classes,
but only because they were not required to study very hard. They were not sure if they
would enjoy L2 classes if they had to apply a lot of effort to their study. This view was
the best expressed by one student who said, ‗I genuinely enjoy language classes, but
I‘m not sure I would enjoy them if I had to study very hard … probably not‘ (LOTE S2).
Moreover, numerous participants stated that there were not many dedicated students
in their classes; therefore, their motivation was not very high either. If the students in
their class studied harder, they would probably follow their example.
The interviews with the teachers confirmed the students‘ remarks regarding
differences in motivation in both types of language classes. These language teachers
had extensive experience in teaching a variety of L2 courses for both general and
special purposes; thus, their comments based on their observations are highly reliable.
According to them, most participants studying language for special purposes were
more highly motivated in achieving good results for the assessment items than the
general language students. Furthermore, they were more prompt with their homework
and the classroom tasks. They were also more conscious of their language learning
goals and subsequently more conscious of what kinds of activities and procedures are
appropriate to reach these goals.
Most of the interviewed teachers made statements similar to the following passages
from these two teachers,
My [Australian] students studying Japanese for their major are highly
motivated; they work hard and most of them are prompt with their
assignments and other work. I would say their motivation, in most
cases, is much higher than for the other language learners [studying
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L2 as an elective subject]. They know exactly why they are studying a
foreign language, and it is much easier for them to spell out what is
appropriate for them to learn (T2).
The teacher of both EAP and General English classes also admitted that,
There‟s no doubt that the students learning English for Academic
Purposes, or any other specific purposes, are more involved in the
learning process. These students usually present a very high level of
motivation and work more efficiently in comparison with the students
from general English classes. Most of them are also more interested in
preparing homework, and they are more serious when participating in
class activities (T8).
Further probing revealed that by ‗more serious‘ students in class activities was
interpreted by the teacher as students who are firm with themselves and do not
procrastinate, but work on assigned tasks until they finish. They are also more in
control of themselves.
The interviews with the teachers also confirmed the findings that the general language
students enjoyed themselves more during L2 classes and were more passionate
regarding participation in different types of activities and procedures than their
counterparts. Many of the teachers admitted that the students from general classes are
‗more fun-oriented‘, are more enthusiastic about everything they do in class, and are
more relaxed and open to different kinds of experiments in language learning, when
compared with the students from the language for special purpose classes. They
confirmed that while the general language students are more enthusiastic about
excursions and other outdoor activities, students from classes for special purposes are
very focused on activities associated with tests. Similar to the interviewed students, the
teachers see the reason for this as continual pressure and concern about passing tests
and therefore, ‗… they are not able to be as relaxed as the students from general
English classes‘ (T6).
Some teachers also admitted that in L2 classes for special purposes, the tension of
examination is on them as well as the students. They remarked that they want their
students to be successful and therefore put in a lot of effort into preparing the students
for their exams and further studies. During the interviews, the teachers also admitted
that by knowing the differences in student motivation between these two groups, they
take different approaches and class management techniques into the two different
classes. In general language classes, they foster a more relaxed and fun atmosphere,
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which they do not really pursue in the language for special purposes courses.
Nevertheless, they still try to maintain a friendly relationship with these latter
students; however, ‗… this is not always easy with so many assessment and outcomes
to achieve‘ (T10).

Learning Experiences and Goals: Comparisons between the
Two Groups
In this section, further attention is given to the respondents‘ L2 learning experiences in
their native country and overseas. The native countries of the East Asian students are
Japan, Korea, and Taiwan and their preference for overseas study is Australia. For the
Australian students, consideration is given to studying an L2 elsewhere. This section
also further portrays the students‘ language learning goals.
Overall, most of the students admitted that both language courses, for special purposes
and for general purposes, are valuable and they are united in the goal of L2 learning.
Each student‘s choice naturally depends on their desire and interest in language
learning. They admitted, as did these two students, that,
General English and English for special purposes are both important
and also connected. It just depends on your needs and your interests. If
you want to study at university, pass the IELTS test, or study English
for Business Purposes, you need to study special vocabulary and
special skills in these courses (ESL S55)
or
I think that both general and specific courses are good. In both courses
you learn a foreign language and culture … it depends on what you‟d
like to do with the language in the future. If you want to use the
language in your career, you need to learn specific skills appropriate
for your chosen field (LOTE S84).
Most of the students also stated that courses associated with language for special
purposes are more difficult in comparison with general purpose courses. The former
requires certain experience in language learning and students have to work much
harder to obtain good marks. These participants remarked that it is very important to
have a good foundation in L2 abilities to be successful in these courses as they are very
demanding and time-consuming as far as special vocabulary and special skills are
concerned. This view was the best expressed by one student studying Japanese as a
major, contending that, ‗… you have to start somewhere, but studying a foreign
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language as a major and at this level [advanced] is rather difficult and like any other
university course, requires a lot of work ... in learning particular skills and vocabulary‘
(S86).

Language for Special Purposes: Goals and Experiences
The East Asian Students
As indicated in previous sections, the respondents who studied language for special
purposes already had some experience of learning an L2 in their own country and
abroad. Most of the East Asian students studying English for special purposes had
previous experience of studying general English in Australia, either in their current
educational institution or a different one. They found the general English courses to be
a good foundation for developing their general knowledge, communication skills, and
grammar. They also highly valued the non-threatening, friendly environment created
by teachers and other learners. These participants depicted general English courses as
the stepping stones that enabled them to enrol in different courses for special
purposes.
Interestingly, the students revealed in their interviews that language courses for special
purposes, especially EAP classes, are not available in their own countries; therefore,
they must study overseas. These students explained that when they first came to
Australia, they studied in general English classes for a certain amount of time and at a
certain level of English appropriate to their L2 abilities. In these classes, they usually
studied grammar, some general English and conversation. One of the students
compared these classes to a ‗chatting course‘ in his country or ‗Taiwan‘s cram school‘
where teachers taught students some useful vocabulary in every day conversations. The
East Asian students found general English classes in Australia very useful for
improving their general English skills and developing familiarity with features of the
Australian culture. During the interviews, they very often stated that general English
courses are very beneficial for students who have just arrived from overseas, because
everything is new to them and they like to be in a friendly and relaxed educational
atmosphere where the interpersonal use of language has great value. Most of these
students have very good memories of general English classes in Australia, emphasising
that all the teachers and students were very friendly to them. However, as they want to
pursue further study at English speaking country university, they need to study courses
for academic purposes. According to the students‘ statements these courses were not
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offered in their countries. None of the interviewed East Asian students mentioned that
EAP courses are available in their country. Hence, if individuals wish to study this
particular course, they have to go abroad.
While some students stayed in general English classes only for a short period of time,
others preferred to stay there longer until they felt comfortable enough to join classes
for special purposes. Students who especially wanted to study for the IELTS test or for
EAP classes remained in general English classes longer.
Some students gave additional insight, stating that even though they learnt in a rather
traditional way in their countries with lots of reading, translation, grammar and only
some conversation, they attended private English schools for a few months before
coming to Australia to enhance their speaking abilities. In these schools, the students
enjoyed the conversations and informal atmosphere of their classes. Furthermore, the
classes in the private English schools helped them with their speaking and
pronunciation, and gave them a good start in Australia. During the interviews, the
participants often stated that by attending these schools, they were reasonably well
prepared and knew what to expect abroad. For the special purposes classes, however,
they needed to learn new skills, which they preferred to learn in Australia.
Most of the students from this group were in language classes for special purposes and
in EAP classes in particular, because they wished to improve their essay writing skills
as well as learn other academic skills. They described academic activities as functional
not only in the future in academia, but also at present through learning how to access
the most recent research papers written in English. They also found the academic style
of learning useful for the IELTS test. One of these students stated,
In my EAP class, the focus is more on writing and academic issues for
research and study. It‟s designed to prepare students for study at
tertiary level (ESL S25).
Another explained,
The reason I prefer to study EAP rather than general English classes is
because [it] helps me to know how to write essays and other projects
as well as familiarise myself with the subjects I need to study at
university. Additionally, I can learn how to access research which is
printed in English. This means I can be up to date with the latest
research, not only in my own language, but also around the world
(ESL S26).
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Another student commented,
In the IELTS preparation course, we learn how to write formally for
academic purposes. I like this class because we learn a lot of useful
things, for example how to describe different kinds of graphs, how to
write an argument, or how to improve reading speed. Some of the
activities are very difficult for me, but I think that by the end of this
course I will be well prepared for the test (ESL S23).
Most of the students also revealed that studying in EAP classes is quite different in
comparison to studying in general English classes as far as lesson structure and
assessment are concerned. They associated the former with studying in high school or
university where learning and assessment are more prescribed and rigorous, and the
style of lessons is more formal. Most of them like this style, because it suits their goals.
Conversely, many stated they do not have much time for long, free conversations in the
EAP classes, and everything has to go according to the daily lesson plan. If their
conversation or group discussion was too long, the teachers stopped it and continued
the lesson according to the plan. Many of them sentimentally remarked that when they
were in general English classes, they could continue their talk as long as they liked,
especially when they had heated discussions, which were more restricted in the EAP
classes.
The interviewed teachers confirmed the students‘ statements regarding assessment,
the majority remarking that general English assessments are not as crucial as for the
special purposes courses. Many stated that if the students wish to reach diploma or
university level, passing assessment is essential.

The Australian Students
During the interviews, most of the Australian students studying languages for special
purposes revealed that they study an L2 for their future careers. Generally, their goal is
to work as interpreters or as language teachers, either in Australia or overseas. Some of
the students wishing to pursue their careers as interpreters revealed that they have
already gained a certain amount of experience at interpreting; however, they do not
have the formal interpreting qualifications and therefore would like to obtain them
through more university study. Expressing goals held by most Australian students in
this category, one such student stated,
I have had a lot of experience at interpreting and my Japanese is quite
advanced, so I took the opportunity to study it as my major to obtain
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formal qualifications as an interpreter. With these qualifications I can
work in both Australia and Japan. My main goal is to finish my degree
and to work as an interpreter in both languages, English and
Japanese (LOTE S84).
Correspondingly, all the interviewed participants who would like to be L2 teachers
claimed that they would like to teach English in Japan or, alternatively, teach Japanese
in Australia. For some participants, teaching English in Japan has been a dream for
years and they hope they will succeed.
Two participants particularly chose Japanese as an elective subject, because they
would like to go to Japan and work as missionaries. Though they will have interpreters
with them, they would like to be able to communicate with Japanese people in their
own language. These two participants have already worked as missionaries overseas
and, from this experience, they have learnt that it is more comfortable to be able to
communicate with the local people by knowing their language and not to be
continually dependent on interpreters. One of these participants explained, ‗… my
immediate goal is to attain a high standard of Japanese, especially the spoken
language, and then to go and run religious missions in Japan‘ (LOTE S80).
The interviews with the Australian students studying languages for special purposes
also revealed that most of them were to some extent in the foreign language milieu
because of their families or friends, or due to hosting exchange students. The
interviews revealed that a foreign language or cultural environment was influential on
their decision to study an L2 for their profession. These students gave such
explanations as,
I‟ve always been exposed to foreign languages. As far back as I can
remember I translated English to Italian and vice versa for my
grandparents, due to their poor English ... I learnt French and
Japanese at primary school and Japanese at high school and then
through our Rotary Club, I left to study Japanese in Japan. After I
returned from Japan I decided to study Japanese for my profession
(LOTE S86)
Another commented,
When I was at primary school, I lived for a few months in Japan. My
father was an English teacher there, and both of my parents had been
learning Japanese. They had formal and informal lessons delivered by
their Japanese colleagues and we were surrounded by Japanese
friends. When we came back to Australia, I continued learning
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Japanese in primary school and … later on in high school I chose it as
an elective subject. I think being in this kind of environment was a
powerful influence in making my decision to study Japanese as my
major (LOTE S90).
Making international friends was very influential on some Australian students‘
decision regarding their engagement with L2 learning. Many participants commented
that they had many opportunities to make international friends through sharing
accommodation with them or meeting them at universities or through jobs. These
students claimed that making international friends encouraged them to use their L2,
but only later desired to extend their L2 learning by studying it for special purposes.
Many of them also commented that when they learned an L2 at high school, they never
thought about learning this language for career purposes. Expressing the idea held by
most students in this category one participant said,
[here] there are lots of opportunities to make international friends by
sharing accommodation or by meeting them at universities or through
jobs. This is how I met my Japanese girlfriend and because of her,
decided to expand my Japanese. I‟d learned it before in high school,
but never considered using it for work. When I started to learn it at
university, it was really just to show that I could speak the language.
Later, because of my international friends and my girlfriend, I decided
to learn Japanese for my future career (LOTE S84).
As mentioned beforehand, hosting exchange students was also influential in choosing
to study an L2 for one‘s future profession. These participants stated that when they
were in high school, they hosted numerous exchange students, which made them very
fond of the particular L2 culture and language and because of this, they chose to learn
the L2 for their future career.
All of these students had already been abroad and had studied an L2 there for various
periods of time. Their study abroad experience was very valuable to them, not only in
terms of lessons, but also in assessing their language skills in real-life situations. These
students remarked similarly to two participants who stated, ‗One of my greatest
experiences in the study of language was the fact that I could learn it [Japanese] for a
short time in Japan. It was only for a few weeks, but better than nothing. Every lesson
there was very precious to me‘ (LOTE S86) and, ‗When I was studying Japanese at high
school, we had an opportunity to go to Japan and to study language there. It was a very
memorable experience where we could test our language skills in real life situations‘
(LOTE S83). The interviews with this group of students also confirmed that
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undertaking study abroad was very beneficial in terms of increasing the students‘
motivation to continue L2 learning as well as enhancing their passion for the language,
its culture and the people. It was also advantageous in that the students could interact
with native speakers (mostly Japanese, New Caledonian and French) in real-life
situations.
All of the above statements indicate that the previous environments of these
participants had a great influence on their decisions for their future field of study and
career.

Language for General Purposes: Goals and Experiences
The East Asian Students
The goals of the East Asian students enrolled in general language courses were, in
many cases, not defined as precisely as by the students from language courses for
special purposes. Many of the former who did not plan to study further in special
purpose classes or to take the IELTS test for the purpose of studying in Australian
universities had a rather unclear idea of how they would use the L2 in the future. They
could see the usefulness of English as an international language in their future
employment or career; however, they were not quite sure how they would employ it.
Though many students from general English classes plan to study further in classes for
special purposes and rated themselves as high achievers, generally, this group of
students was not totally affected by achievement prompts.
The interviews revealed that this group of students did not focus entirely on
achievement but did enjoy their surrounding environment. Most of them simply
wanted to enjoy studying language, correspondingly wanting to take pleasure in
socialising with other students and participating in the available activities and their
surroundings. These findings were best expressed by the interviewed students in the
following statements,
I like my general English course and my teachers and think that this
course is better for me than any other. I like to study, but I also want to
go surfing with my friends, and with this course, I can do both and feel
happy. I don‟t plan to enrol in university here in Australia, so I don‟t
need to study too hard. My reason for studying English is because it‟s
an international language and it will be very useful in my future
employment (ESL S55),
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or
At the moment I don‟t know how I‟ll use English in the future, but I‟m
sure it will be valuable in my future career (ESL S64).
Some students admitted that their parents encouraged them to study English while
still in their native countries and where they attended English classes in private
schools. They were so impressed by the friendly and relaxed atmosphere of the schools
that they began to think seriously about studying English overseas. Some of their
friends had already studied in Australia and advised them to come here. This group of
participants have now been here between two weeks to three or more months studying
general English, and they think that they have learned a lot. This group of students was
happy with their progress and plan to continue studying English further at higher
levels. In their view, general English suits their needs better than other courses,
because they do not really need it for any particular purposes. They do not need to take
their learning so seriously in these classes; they are having lots of fun and enjoyment
where learning is available in formal and less formal settings, for example going on
excursions or organising barbecues or international lunches.
The above issues were best expressed by some the interviewed teachers, ‗Occasionally
in general language classes, the student studying L2 does it for no apparent reason, but
it rarely occurs when the student studies in a class for special purposes‘ (T4), or ‗Even
EAP students were not always decided on their next step in study. Their pathway to
other qualifications was not set or clear to them‘ (T10). Also, ‗…as late as November of
this year [2006], we had a request for EH student (English for Hospitality – ESP for
Diploma articulation TAFE) to transfer the student to upper intermediate GE class
because she liked that class‘ (T9).
Most of the interviewed teachers agreed that very often students were studying an L2
or a particular L2 course, because their friends were studying or planning to study the
course. As one teacher remarked, ‗Some students are ―motivated‖ to study L2 simply
because others are doing it. Definitely, these students want to have lot of conversation
and fun during their classes‘ (T6).
Most of the interviewed Australian students who studied an L2 for general purposes
represented the beginner, post-beginner or pre-intermediate levels of their languages,
and, as in the case of the East Asian students mentioned above, most were not really
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sure how they would use the studied language in the future. They generally studied a
language as a part of their course while specialising in business, international relations,
international law or applied linguistics. They often commented akin to these students,
I‟m studying French because it is part of my course. I think that
knowing another language will be helpful in obtaining a better job,
especially here where there are many tourists all year round from
New Caledonia … but at this point in time, I‟m not really sure how I
will use it (LOTE S6)
or
I can see many advantages in knowing another language and I really
appreciate everything we do in our classes. However, I treat it as part
of my business course as it will help when dealing with international
clientele. I will be able to understand basic sentences as well as being
familiar with Japanese culture… I don‟t know exactly how I will use
the language, but I think I will find it useful in the future (LOTE S5).
The findings from this research revealed that the majority of students from both
groups, language for general purposes and language for special purposes, prioritised
short-term goals. Their actions were directed at reliance on assessment which provides
evidence that they have successfully graduated from a particular course of study and
can enter further levels of study or obtain suitable employment. Very often, they
stated, ‗Language is a part of the course and actually, my main goal is to pass it as a
subject‘ (LOTE S1), or ‗I don‘t know yet how I‘ll use the language. At the moment, the
most important thing for me is to pass the tests from one course to another, and be
able to show the certificates to my parents because they pay for my courses‘ (ESL S31).
Also,‘ I‘ve got a scholarship, and because of this, I‘d like to perform to the best of my
ability so I can enter university as soon as possible. I‘d like to show that I don‘t waste
my time and money‘ (ESL S40), or ‗At the moment, the most important thing for me is
to pass the IELTS test and to enter university, so I need to concentrate on the skills
which are important to gain high marks on this test‘ (ESL S20).
In informal conversations and during the interviews, many teachers confirmed the
students‘ desires for quick progression from one level to another, regardless of the
acquired language skills. The teachers often stated that many of their students did not
like doing language study; rather, they liked doing ‗levels‘. One teacher stated, ‗We
have to explain to our students in a very clear way that we‘re not doing levels here,
we‘re doing English!‘ (T8).
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It was noticed, however, that the goal of many students was not only to pass the
examinations, but also to gain some knowledge and perspectives which would help
them beyond the immediate examinations. They made remarks such as, ‗Passing this
subject is very important for me, but it‘s also important to learn about Japanese
culture, and of course to communicate ... with native speakers‘ (LOTE S7), or, ‗It‘s
necessary to pass tests because this is how I know that I‘m progressing, but it‘s also
important to learn for my future because my main goal is to know how to communicate
in English‘ (ESL S53).

Conclusion
This chapter has investigated the impact of the students‘ language learning goals based
on their language learning preferences. It looked at two groups of students, those
studying language for general purposes and those studying it for special purposes, and
considered the effect of their experiences on their preferences in language learning.
This research revealed that with respect to classroom activities and procedures, there
was little difference between learners studying an L2 for general purposes and those
who studied one for special purposes. Both groups maintained a similar selection of
preferences, which reflected their willingness to learn an L2 in order to communicate
with native speakers. During the interviews, it was discovered that most of the students
from both groups regarded speaking and listening activities as the most difficult;
however, they rated these activities as the most desirable focus. Furthermore, both
groups admitted that the classroom environment was a good place to practise speaking
and listening skills as, in many cases, this was the only place where students were
exposed to L2 practice. Also in the classroom setting, students can receive help and
correction from their teachers and peers.
In spite of the many similarities, the current study has monitored minor statistically
significant differences in some areas of language learning as far as the classroom
activities and procedures were concerned. It revealed that students participating in the
classes for general purposes were more interested in activities such as role-plays or
practising language outside the classroom than their counterparts from the classes for
special purposes. Furthermore, the students from general language classes were also
more enthusiastic with regard to other students correcting their work and to
vocabulary learning when compared with the students learning language for special
purposes.
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Conversely, students from classes for special purposes rated activities such as reading
and writing significantly higher than their counterparts from the classes for general
purposes. Moreover, these students stated that due to time constraints, they prefer to
concentrate on activities that would be useful for their further studies or examinations.
They were also less open to new experiences in language learning in comparison with
the students from language classes for general purposes.
The interviews also revealed that a large number of participants who study language
for special purposes presented stronger motivation and clearer goals in L2 learning
than their counterparts from language for general purpose classes. While the former
were a highly motivated and hard working group, the latter preferred a more relaxed
way of learning that is not overloaded with language study. It was also discovered that
the students‘ motivation was strongly linked not only with their language learning
goals, but also with the inspiration from other students and the teachers within their
learning environment.
Language learning experiences also played an essential role in the students‘
preferences in language learning. This research found that many participants with
more exposure to an L2 environment were interested in pursuing L2 learning further.
Many of them chose the L2 for their future career due to the L2 surroundings and
affection for a particular people and their language. This was the case for most
Australian students who decided to study an L2 for their major or as an elective
subject. In the case of the East Asian students, they considered English as being
increasingly important for international communication; therefore, after spending
some time in general English classes, they chose to study it further in classes for
special purposes. Being surrounded by English as an international language helped
them make the decision to study English for academic or other purposes and thus
ensure that they will be more effective in their future careers.
While the previous two chapters and the current chapter are dedicated to portraying
the results from the present study, the next chapter (Chapter 8) will discuss the results
from this study in light of a theoretical framework and in relation to similar research in
the L2 learning domain.
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Findings
Introduction
The main purpose of this chapter is to review and discuss the major findings of this
study in relation to the literature and theoretical framework. This is followed by the
implications of the study for practice in L2 education. Suggestions for future research
are presented, and the chapter concludes with the researcher‘s own reflections on the
study.
This study is significant because it provides current information about today‘s
language learners. Specifically, it sheds light on the nature of students‘ engagement
with learning an L2 in terms of their preferences in the L2 learning process, and it also
documents their characteristics through delving deeply, not only to find out the
students‘ preferences, but also the rationale behind them. Since few studies of adult
learning have focused on engagement with learning highlighting student preferences,
and even fewer on engagement with learning an L2 where preferences have been
emphasised, this study will contribute to the literature on students‘ L2 learning in
general, and L2 learning preferences in particular. It also has the potential to help L2
practitioners to be more aware of the learning preferences of their students and to
adjust their teaching practices accordingly.
The findings of this study will now be discussed in relation to the literature. It will
highlight how the findings of the study relate to, expand on, or challenge some of the
previous studies that have been reviewed earlier in the thesis. The discussion will
follow in the order of the research questions.

Research Question 1
How do the East Asian ESL students and the Australian LOTE students
in this study describe their language learning preferences?
As previously stated, overall, the results have shown that almost all the East Asian and
Australian participants in this study have a consistently high preference for active
participation in classroom activities and procedures. Their preferences are allied with
interactive types of activities where they predominantly value peer discussion with
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their international classmates and with their instructors. In other words, activities
such as conversation, group problem solving, discussion of issues, and practising
language on class outings, as well as working in pairs and in small groups, were the
most favoured L2 learning measures articulated by the respondents. Moreover, the
desire to be assessed in real life situations resulted in preferences for interactive ways
of learning.
This finding coincides with views of SCT, which stresses that the interactive and, by
extension, collaborative disposition of the classroom, creates a social space in which
classroom participants are able to provide each other with effective assistance in
resolving situational and cultural as well as linguistic problems (among others:
Johnson, 2001, 2004; Lantolf, 2000; Lantolf & Poehner, 2008; Lantolf & Thorne,
2006, 2007; Vygotsky, 1962, 1978). Essential to this idea is the concept of higher
mental functions where students interact meaningfully with teachers as experts, more
and less capable peers, native speakers and significant others in order to develop not
only their language skills, but also the social skills that are appropriate in a particular
culture.
The findings of the present study revealed that the students‘ orientation to learning an
L2 and their L2 learning preferences are very similar to a number of recent research
studies on L2 learning through classroom interaction from the sociocultural point of
view (Donato, 1994; Ohta, 2001; Verplaetse, 2000). Moreover, this study found that
students‘ perceptions and preferences are in line with the sociocultural claim that
classroom interaction with its characteristic collaborative problem solving tasks,
reciprocal learning exchanges, mutual encouragement and support among learners is
critically related to L2 learning. During interactive activities, while working in pairs or
groups, students have the opportunity to be maximally involved in language learning
and in this way learning leads not only to learning the L2, but also provides a broad
spectrum of cognitive, social and cultural development (Johnson, 2001, 2004; Lantolf,
2000; Lantolf & Poehner, 2008; Lantolf & Thorne, 2006, 2007; Vygotsky, 1962, 1978).
It seems that students from this study understand that if they would like to be efficient
language users, they have to learn a language in an interactive way. Therefore, they
were inclined towards group activity and valued the social nature of learning.
If these findings are to be fully and accurately understood, they must inform the
perspective of language teaching by continuously changing historical circumstances
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with changing conditions and views on learning in general, and on L2 learning in
particular. As underlined in Chapters 2 and 3, a few decades ago L2 learning was
carried out under very different circumstances and very different influential learning
theories and methods of teaching. In those days, learners rarely studied overseas or
extensively travelled abroad; thus, they had almost no chance to communicate with
native speakers or to be exposed to different cultures. L2 learners around the world
learnt an L2 just as they would one of their other school subjects, without much
intention to use it for communicative purposes. This was one reason why they saw little
need to maintain their L2 competencies, especially when methods of L2 teaching did
not encourage interactive ways of learning. In this situation, the purposes for learning
of a L2 were also very different as was learners‘ positioning or orientations to learning
it.
With the increasing influence of globalisation, as populations moved seeking a better
life, and as advances in technology engendered exponential growth in intercultural
interactions and exchanges, new methodologies began to dominate L2 teaching and
learning. The Communicative Approach, particularly its version emanating from Great
Britain and Europe and very much influenced by Dell Hymes‘ (1972) sociocultural
theory, started to dominate the L2 domain. Students started to be exposed to more
interactive ways of learning and at the same time started to have more chances for
travelling to different countries for business, leisure or education purposes. Students
began to realise that in a rapidly changing world, they have more opportunities than
ever to interact with other individuals from around the world, using an L2 as a medium
of communication. Moreover, they realised that language studies give them better
opportunities for employment in a globalised world. These reasons were very often
emphasised by the participants of this study. Their preferences inclined towards the
type of classroom activities and procedures where they could be involved in L2
learning that emphasised new methodologies with interactive type of activities and
authentic assessment.
The students in this study learning in an Australian context, whether they were from
East Asia or from Australia, were exposed to learning an L2 in an international
environment. This situation gave them a better understanding of individuals who
represented different nationalities. These students highly valued interaction with
learners from different countries where they could learn from each other and in this
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way develop an understanding and respect towards other learners, their languages,
cultures and their nations. In the interactive processes of learning, they saw a way to
foster L2 learning as well as being a process to promote overall development per se.
These findings challenge earlier studies on Asian students in which their learning
preferences were depicted as being passive and relying heavily on rote-learning and
memorisation (Oxford & Anderson, 1995). Findings of the present study also challenge
earlier studies on Asian students where pair or group work preferences were tested as
part of the studies (Reid, 1987; Melton, 1990; Hyman, 1993; Nelson, 1995; Stebbins,
1995; Willing, 1987). The previously mentioned studies suggest that Asian students are
not willing to work in pairs or groups; however, the present study cannot support this
claim. On the contrary, it suggests that the students‘ preferred mode of class work is to
interact with each other by working either in groups or in pairs. For the same reason,
the present study also contrasts with Willing‘s (1987) research, in which he reported
that ESL learners‘ least favourite activities were pair work and language games.
The present study also confronts the earlier studies of Barkhuisen (1998), Malczewska
(1993), Nunan (1989), Peacock (1998), Rao, (2002) which suggest that ESL students
prefer to be exposed to a highly structured, non-interactive teaching-learning
environment. However, it has to be kept in mind that these studies focused rather on
ESL students‘ preferences from the angle of beliefs regarding language learning,
whereas the current study focuses on the students‘ preferences from the angle of
wants, needs and enjoyment while studying the language. Further, some of the
previous studies, Malczewska (1993), Nunan (1989), took place almost two decades
ago when English was not yet such a powerful language and when the whole
philosophy of L2 learning in educational institutions around the world was different.
When this study is compared with more recent studies ( Barkhuisen, 1998; Peacock,
1998; Rao, 2002) conducted outside of western countries it may suggest that though
times and philosophy of L2 learning have changed, the whole conception of L2
learning and teaching changes at a slow pace. In other words, despite evidence that
changes have indeed assisted students who participated in this study, were this study
to be conducted somewhere else, the results could be different. For that reason, the
results from this study may differ not only due to a dissimilar focus of the previous
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studies, but also because the previous studies were conducted either a long time ago or
in different circumstances from an Australian environment. However, what the
findings from this study confirm is that the students‘ behaviour can change for the
better if the situation permits.
Nelson (1995) suggests that small group work, or pair work with groups frequently
forming and re-forming according to the task, is not often found to be comfortable for
ESL students. Reid (1987) reports that students tend not to report a preference for
group work unless they have been encouraged or specifically trained to experience it.
Additionally, other researchers reported that students from many different cultures,
including Asian cultures, are likely to be trained in regular schooling in their own
countries to compete in assessment and thus like to learn to tests (Oxford, 1990b;
Stebbins, 1995). However, it should be highlighted again that most of these studies
were conducted two decades ago when the whole situation in L2 learning research and
education around the world, and most importantly in the students‘ L2 learning goals,
was different.
The present study also found that the interactive nature of L2 learning extends to the
manner of assessment. Though participants valued tests and class tasks as a means of
evaluating their progress, they preferred to see assessment as a two-way process, that
is, interaction in a real life situation. They wanted to be engaged in dialogue in
authentic and purposeful situations to assess their current level of performance in both
written (reading and writing) and spoken (listening and speaking) modes. This finding
invites language teachers and program designers to re-consider assessment tasks in a
way that allows students to be involved in more interactive assessment activities. In
current pedagogy, language learning tasks are more engaging and interactive; however,
examination and test procedures are often not communicatively oriented (Higuchi,
2004).
In Australia the dominant test, which generally determines whether or not
international students gain entrance to Australian educational institutions is currently
the IELTS test. This test claims to be communicatively oriented. In reality, it uses
grammar indicators to determine students‘ level of performance rather than their
communicative skills. Some students, however, can communicate well despite their
grammar shortcomings. This test and many other commercial tests used by
educational institutions for L2 (ESL and LOTE) exam purposes, still include
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substantial components of multiple-choice, gap filling or brief answer questions which
do not allow much interaction between students and their assessors during assessment
time.
In this study the learners respected class test and tasks given by the teacher as a mode
of assessment. However, they opted for interactive, real-life situation assessments,
even though it put them into challenging situations where they must use their language
to communicate their understanding and apply their knowledge rather than simply
choose alternatives in a class exam. It is evident that their preferences for interactive
types of assessment are consistent with their choices of interactive class activities. This
finding revealed that students in this study prefer more ‗real life‘ assessment, which is
in line with the literature on learning an L2 for communicative purposes where the
assessment would enable them to demonstrate their abilities to use an L2 in a
communicative way, that is, through interacting with each other, with the teacher and
with the wider community. This is also in line with SCT where interaction becomes
visible on every level of the learning process, and where students have input into both
what they learn and how they will be assessed (Johnson, 2001; Lantolf, 2000; Lantolf
& Poehner, 2008; Lantolf & Thorne, 2006, 2007).
In order to better understand the students‘ learning preferences in this study, an
Activity Theory perspective can be applied. As stated in Chapter 3, the AT perspective
is deeply rooted in the sociocultural view of developmental psychology where activity
theorists claim that human development is directly related to the social, cultural and
historical components of an activity system (among others: Engeström, 1999; Lantolf,
2000, 2002, 2004; Lantolf & Thorne, 2006). Table 3.1 (in Chapter 3, p. 80) displays
the common mediating tools, rules, communities and divisions of labour that the
students from this study expressed regarding their L2 learning preferences. As
explained in Chapter 3, learning preferences in the activity system are categorised
among other mediating tools (books, modern technology, L1 and L2) as mediating
mental tools following the vein of research on L2 learner beliefs by Alanen (2003).
This, to some extent, new notion of learner beliefs as a mediating tool in an activity
system is well argued by Alanen (2003) and therefore, as mentioned in Chapter 3, can
be used as an equivalence for L2 learning preferences with the other mediating tools
used in this study.
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In this study, the subjects were L2 students. They were East Asian ESL students and
Australian students studying an L2. The object (goal) of their L2 study, in some cases,
focused only on exams; however, most of the students in this study had various
reasons for L2 learning. These reasons will be discussed in the next section of this
chapter.

Purposes and Goals for L2 Learning
As stated in Chapter 3, in the activity system, human activities, including learning, are
considered as conscious, purposeful and object (goal) directed (among others:
Davydov, 1999; Engeström, 1999; Lantolf 2000, 2002, 2004; Lantolf & Thorne, 2006;
Leont‘ev, 1978, 1981). Davydov (1999) points out that ―any activity carried out by the
subject includes goals, means, the process of molding the object, and the result‖ (p.
39). Activity theorists postulate that there may be many transitional or in-between
goals that have to be accomplished on the way to achieving the final outcome. These
transitional or in-between goals are determined consciously and in consideration of
the social and cultural relations in which they are placed (Lantolf 2000, 2002, 2004;
Lantolf & Thorne, 2006; Leont‘ev, 1978, 1981). In this situation, since L2 learning is a
series of purposive cognitive and socio-cultural behaviours, an object (goal) which is
held by the subject (L2 students), motivates L2 learning, giving it a specific conscious
direction. This provides a vantage point from which to understand the students‘
engagement with L2 learning and their learning preferences.
All the preferences that the students presented in this study were driven by the goals
impelling them. Some goals were general to increase L2 proficiency, while others were
more specific. The specific goals will be discussed in the next paragraphs.
A large majority of the East Asian participants in this study testified that they chose to
learn English due to increased career opportunities. They see more chances to obtain
better jobs by knowing English as a global language. Further, by studying English,
some of these students are preparing themselves for opportunities to study at
universities in English-speaking countries such as Australia or the USA. Therefore,
studying an L2 in Australian English centres and learning academic skills is for them a
transitional goal which enables them to be well prepared for academia. The same can
be said about the East Asian students studying general English courses and preparing
themselves for English for Special Purposes courses. For them, the goals achieved in
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general English classes are transitional or in-between goals before they will be ready to
study English for Special Purposes.
The East Asian students in this study also declared that English as a global language
gives them greater opportunities to communicate with people and access various
media from around the world. It also enables them to access resources printed in
English before they are translated into their own language. Therefore, to be engaged in
the abovementioned activities as their L2 learning outcomes, they had to be enrolled in
various L2 courses and reach some transitional goals which will lead them to the final
outcomes. A small percentage of the East Asian students also indicated that learning
English for them – their transitional goal – was also a means of personal development
and improving their general knowledge.
A large number of Australian students in the present study reported that their reason
for learning an L2 was dictated primarily by personal development. Living in a
multicultural country like Australia and studying in an Australian multicultural
environment, the Australian participants were interested in knowing more about
different countries, cultures and languages. This, therefore, was the main reason for
studying foreign languages. Some of the Australian respondents also saw employment
opportunities either in Australia, especially in popular international tourist destination
places, or overseas in Asia or Europe, and thus chose to study an L2 for this purpose.
Conversely, some of the Australian students were studying an L2, because it was a
compulsory component of their major course. Nonetheless, some of the students in
this group had very positive experiences and stated that they would study an L2
regardless of whether or not it was compulsory. However, another small group of
participants who only studied L2 because of the university‘s language requirements
were not really interested in learning an L2 and wondered why they had to do it. These
participants only attended the classes to gain enough marks to pass the course. Thus,
their motive was not developed into motivation to learn for communicative purposes
due to lack of collaboration between the elements in the activity system.
In the activity system, reasons for engagement with L2 learning given by most students
in this study encouraged a productive interaction between elements (the subject, the
object, the division of labour and the community). According to the activity system
theory, if all the elements in the AT model collaborate without tension, the motive has
a better chance of being transformed into motivation, because the motive can be
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incorporated into more specific learning goals and related participation in L2
communities. The students‘ learning goals in this study led, in most cases, to
transformation into an outcome, where using an L2 for global communication, a
status, and enjoyment of studying an L2 were highlighted by the participants.
Other elements of the activity system in this study were also connected with students‘
learning goals and purposes. That is, the subjects‘ mediating tools were associated
with communicative and interactive types of classroom activities and procedures.
These elements of the activity system interacted well with the element of the division
of labour where participants of this study stressed preferences for pair work and group
work. These two elements interacted further with the element of the community. The
participants in this study wanted to interact not only with other L2 learners and with
their L2 teachers, but also with other L2 speakers in their workplace and in the wider
L2 communities.
The results of the present study demonstrated that in spite of the different educational
and cultural backgrounds of the East Asian and Australian students, these groups did
not vary as much as expected in their language learning preferences. In fact, the
present study found more similarities than differences between the studied groups.
This study revealed that though the differences in language learning preferences
among different nationalities of the East Asian cohort and the Australian cohort are
significant enough to be pointed out, their similarities in L2 preferences outweigh the
differences. The strength of some of the similarities suggested that some of the key
Australian, Japanese, Korean and Taiwanese findings of this study are not distinctive
to their local, Australian, Japanese, Korean and Taiwanese contexts, but are evocative
of common patterns to be observed in learning environments where students‘
preferences are discussed.
This result is perhaps not so surprising, given the enormous changes over the last two
decades with the external influences of globalisation, the significance of English, and
the access to international influences that so many students are exposed to. It has to be
borne in mind that these phenomena do not take into consideration the actual
successes reported globally of communicative or interactive approaches to learning.
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They flow regardless of method, that is, the ―established methods conceptualized and
constructed by experts in the field‖ (Kumaravadivelu, 2006, p. 84) and regardless of
methodology, that is, ―what practicing teachers actually do in the classroom in order to
achieve their stated or unstated teaching objectives‖ (Kumaravadivelu, 2006, p. 84) in
a post-method era.
At the present time of prosperity for many Western and Asian countries, individuals
have more access to each other than ever before. The appearance of English as a global
language underpinned by technology, the media, the Internet, cinema and popular
music, as well as a desire to study or work overseas has brought new wants in regard to
L2 learning preferences. Therefore, the questionnaires and the interviews with the
participants of this study revealed new purposes and new goals for L2 study for both
the East Asian and Australian students.

Affective Aspects of L2 Learning
As mentioned previously, SCT regards the affective domain and cognitive sphere as
equal in the study of learning and development (Mahn & John-Steiner, 2002;
Vygotsky, 1978). Therefore, the participants of the present study were asked about the
most enjoyable aspects of L2 learning. In this way, the researcher was able to define
what kinds of learning features have a generally positive impact on the students‘
engagement while learning an L2. The findings from this part of the study were
consistent with those of the rest of the study and revealed that the most enjoyable
aspect of L2 learning was that the participants could interact with their teachers and
other students in a variety of activities. Moreover, they emphasised that a pleasant and
encouraging learning atmosphere was an effective factor in maintaining confidence.
These findings are in line with Mahn and John-Steiner (2002) who stress that a crucial
aspect of successful lifelong learning is confidence. They give illustrations from their
work on students learning an L2 in how to build up confidence by using supportive
interaction.
The students in this study indeed indicated that they enjoyed the supportive and
friendly atmosphere in their relationships with both the teachers and other students.
It was important for them to feel relaxed and be friendly with their teachers and
classmates as this kind of rapport helped them overcome anxiety and also encouraged
them to participate in classroom activities. This is aligned with SCT and perhaps the
least known concept on learner‘s emotional experiences, namely perezhivanie.
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Perezhivanie is the term coined in Vygotsky‘s writings where he understood it as the
―integration of cognitive and affective elements, which always presupposes the
presence of emotional experience‖ (cited in Daniels, 2008, p. 43). The concept of
perezhivanie illuminates the ways in which the participants perceive experience and
process the emotional aspects of social interaction (Mahn & John-Steiner, 2002).
These findings provide a deeper understanding into the nature of the students‘
emotional engagement including enjoyment in the language learning environment. If
L2 educators are to stress the value of their courses, they also have to consider how to
enhance their lessons to make them more enjoyable. This can be achieved by viewing
L2 learning as being distributed so that every student provides some contribution to
the learning process, interactive and contextual; that is, where learners connect L2
materials and information to their own frame of reference to a context related to their
lives, community, academia, workplace, or wider world. Moreover, this can be attained
by encouraging the learners‘ participation in a friendly, non-threatening environment.
Doing so will help reveal the complexities of the students‘ cognitive and emotional
development. A teacher‘s awareness of the students‘ ways of perceiving, processing and
reacting to classroom interactions - their perezhivania – will contribute significantly to
the teacher‘s ability to engage the students in meaningful, engaging and enjoyable
learning.

Research Questions 2 and 3
This section will discuss the following research questions:
To what extent do the East Asian ESL students perceive any changes in
their language learning preferences, attitudes and learning behaviour
since coming to Australia?
To what extent do the Australian LOTE students perceive differences in
their language learning preferences, attitudes and learning behaviour
as they progress with their language learning?
The purpose of these questions was to determine whether the time spent on learning
an L2 in Australia in the case of East Asian students, or continuing with their study in
the case of Australian students, had any effect on the learners‘ preferences, attitudes
and behaviour regarding language learning. Learning preferences will be discussed
first.
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Learning Preferences
The findings regarding the above two questions, presented and discussed in detail in
Chapter 6, revealed that as far as the East Asian students are concerned, not many
statistically significant differences were found between the length of time studying in
an Australian context and changes in their preferences in learning English. A
comparison of students who studied English in Australia for less than six months and
those who studied six or more months did not amount to a major influence on changes.
It portrayed only minimal modifications where merely five out of 39 statements from
the questionnaire revealed statistically significant differences in their learning
preferences regarding classroom activities and procedures (see Chapter 6 for more
detail). Findings from the questionnaires were confirmed during the interviews where
most of the East Asian students stated that they have not changed their preferences in
language learning while studying in Australia.
During the interviews, most of them stated that while they studied in their country,
they had limited access to communicative types of activities and therefore in Australia
they appreciated the activities which helped them develop the skills for effective
communication in English as their L2. The results of this study showed that the East
Asian students came to Australia with an established mode concerning the way in
which they preferred to learn English; they wanted to be able to use it more
communicatively for global interaction. In other words, their preferences had changed
from the time they started learning English to the time of this study (that is, within 3-4
years) due to, as the interviews revealed, new challenges and the demands of the
contemporary world. These students very often stated that they expected to learn
differently in Australia, namely in a more communicative way where interaction is
emphasised. They enjoyed this mode and did not want to change it.
Regarding the Australian students at an Australian university, the results regarding
whether the time spent on learning an L2 had any effects on their preferences with
respect to language learning were very similar to those of their East Asian
counterparts. The questionnaires did not reveal major statistically significant changes,
and only three out of 39 statements from the questionnaire were statistically
significant. All three changes were associated with the students‘ preference for
homework frequency (see Chapter 6 for more detail). As with the East Asian students,
these statements were also confirmed during the interviews. Most of Australian
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students, again as with the East Asian students, claimed that their preferences stayed
the same despite the different lengths of time studying at university.
The Australian students, like the East Asian students, came to the L2 courses hoping to
learn another language for communicative purposes so they could be competent in
using an L2 with native speakers. They appreciated the opportunities to practise an L2
via interacting with their domestic and international classmates in the classroom or on
the university campus. Moreover, they saw practical opportunities to be able to
communicate with other people who use these particular languages, both in
multicultural Australia or when travelling or studying overseas. Most of them stated
that they perceive second languages not as worthless school subjects which have no
practical applications once they pass an exam, but as a useful tool to communicate with
other people either in Australia or abroad. All of the above reasons formed the basis for
the students from this study maintaining the same interactive learning preferences as
far as classroom activities and procedures were concerned.
The data from the interviews revealed that most of the East Asian and Australian
students, when they first started their language study, saw it simply as a matter of
learning vocabulary and grammar, with some reading and listening, mostly due to the
school curriculum and for examinations. In most cases, these students‘ goals were to
pass L2 exams which allowed them to obtain a school certificate or a degree and to be
successful in life. At that time, the students from this study, like those from the
previous research conducted almost twenty years ago, were not interested in using an
L2 for global communication. Times were different and so the students‘ needs, desires,
preferences and outcomes in L2 learning were different. In those days, students did
not need to study to show their L2 communication skills in real-life applications.
However now, because of the rapid changes around the world, the L2 students‘
circumstances have changed so that they can see the value in studying an L2 due to its
real-world application. Whether it is English or any other L2, learners have better
chances to communicate, using both spoken and written forms through different
means of modern communication. Both groups of students were influenced by the new
possibilities offered by a contemporary world; therefore, they changed their
preferences before beginning their study in Australia, in the case of the East Asian
students, or before beginning to study at university, in the case of the Australian
students. Hence, they have changed their preferences with the changing times and with
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the new challenges they have to face. To be more explicit, the students from this study
have realised that in recent times, L2 communication skills have become very
important for global interaction; therefore, the students‘ engagement with L2 learning,
including their needs wants, preferences, goals and outcomes, have transferred and
adjusted to meet the world‘s changes and demands. This is with line with the concepts
of SCT which claim that all humans have been shaped by social, cultural and historical
influences throughout their lives in a world that influences and changes individuals,
and individuals influence and change the world (among others: Johnson, 2001, 2004;
Lantolf, 2000; Lantolf & Poehner, 2008; Lantolf & Thorne, 2006, 2007; Vygotsky,
1962, 1978).

Changes in Attitudes and L2 Learning Behaviours
This study revealed that there were a few stages in changing attitudes and behaviour
towards L2 learning by the East Asian and Australian students. The first stage was
when they studied an L2 at school. Most of the students from both groups revealed
that when they first studied an L2 at school, they did not study it because of their
interest in L2, but because they had to do it as part of the school curriculum. Some of
the students stated that at the time, they not only ignored studying an L2, but they
even ‗hated‘ studying it. Most of these students did not see the value in studying
languages. The second stage appeared when the students recognised the changes
around the world and the necessity of knowing an L2 for travel, study or work. During
this stage, their attitudes changed from taking no notice of language learning to a
desire to learn one because of its importance in the changing world. This stage was
paralleled with changes in the students‘ L2 learning preferences, which took place at
the same time as when changes in the students preferences‘ occurred (that is, when the
East Asian began studying in Australia and the Australian students began studying at
university).
The majority of the interviewed students, whether from Australia or East Asia,
indicated that once the era of globalisation enabled them to engage with other
members of English and non-English speaking communities, they realised the
importance of studying an L2 as a means of communication. For this reason, the
students from this study began to demonstrate very positive attitudes and motivation
towards L2 learning. Their attitudes and consequently their full engagement in L2
learning were driven by the main outcome which was to move at the same pace as the
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rest of the world and to be able to use an L2 for global communication. In the activity
system, the goals held by the students (the subject) motivated their activity and gave
them this specific direction where their needs and wants influenced their action in
achieving their desired goals and reaching their desired outcomes – using an L2 for
global communication. Leont‘ev (1974) asserted that ―[b]ehind the object [goal] there
always stands a need or desire, to which [the activity] always answer‖ (p. 22). In the
case of this study, because the students wanted to communicate in an L2 and needed
the L2 for their career, and thus be in step with the rest of the world, they developed
positive attitudes towards L2 learning and they were determined to learn a language
for this purpose. During this stage, most of the students from this study saw the value
of learning an L2 and wanted to pursue their learning in Australian language centres,
in the case of the East Asian students, or universities, in the case of the Australian
students.
The third stage demonstrates further changes in the students‘ attitudes that occurred
during their study in Australia, in the case of the East Asian students, and during their
study at university, in the case of the Australian students. These changes were mostly
related to changes from instrumental to intrinsic motivation in L2 study and changes
in relation to anxiety-invoking activities. During the interviews, the students from both
groups reported that the more L2 they studied, the more interest in L2 learning they
developed. Most students from both groups demonstrated a more genuine interest in
L2 learning after an exposure of six months or more. These students prolonged their
study not only because of their course requirement, in the case of the Australian
students, or because English is a global language, in the case of the East Asian
students, but because they had a real interest in a particular language and its people.
This study also discovered that the learners‘ preferences in relation to anxiety-invoking
activities changed over time. That is, the East Asian participants initially experienced
difficulties when conversing in their L2 in front of the class; however, many of their
Australian counterparts had the same problem. This study found that in both groups of
students who had been studying for less than six months, there were students who
were shy, afraid of making grammatical and sentence structure mistakes and afraid of
mispronouncing words. Moreover, in both groups, many students were not
comfortable speaking in their L2 in front of the class. The East Asian group of students,
however, had a considerably higher number of anxious speakers than the Australian
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group who seemed to be more resilient and did not mind getting their mistakes
corrected in front of other students. This finding confirmed Horwitz‘s (2008)
discussion on anxiety in L2 learning where she claims that some cultural groups give
the impression of being more anxious than others. She verified, for example, that
Korean students learning English are more anxious in comparison with American
students learning a foreign language.
This study also found that the students‘ discomfort arose from both their speaking
skills and their limited experience in being involved in general discussions. The
teachers also confirmed this belief by agreeing that students like to be involved in
discussions; the only problem was that they did not know how to due to a lack of
experience. This finding is in accordance with Nunan‘s observation (1999) that L2
learners would like to be involved in discussions but they do not know how to do so.
Krashen (2003) in his expanded concept about ‗comprehensible input‘ and ‗affective
filter‘ agreed that ―adults, given enough comprehensible input and a reasonably low
anxiety environment, typically achieve very high level of competency in second
languages‖ (p.3) in all skill areas. This means that if students learn how to be engaged
in different conversation genre and if they are exposed to interaction with people who
speak the target language, they can be successful in their L2 learning. Whether in the
classroom environment or outside of it, in a low anxiety condition, progressively L2
learners can be very efficacious interlocutors with a high level of speaking skills
suitable for different social situations. Therefore, the teachers‘ role is to help L2
students to be in their learning endeavour successful.
Significantly, this study found that the students gradually overcame problems with
speaking and built up their confidence after studying for a longer period of time, that
is, for six months or more. In this period of time, they acquired more experience in
overcoming their shyness, which allowed them to feel more comfortable in
participating in different discussions in their L2. They also had enough time to adjust
to the new cultural and educational environment. This research suggests, however,
that both the East Asian and the Australian students need more direction and advice
on how to participate in different kinds of speaking genres at earlier stages so that they
can feel more confident and overcome their anxiety when in front of the class during
their language practice.
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The above findings are consistent with SCT, which, as mentioned earlier, draws
attention to the interrelationship between thought and affect (Vygotsky, 1986). As
pointed out previously, Vygotsky (1986) stresses the importance of the integrated
character of affect and cognition, and notes the insufficiency in understanding the
whole concept of human development if only the cognitive approach is considered. The
role of affect has to be recognised and valued in language classes, because the affective
domain, including the individual‘s feelings on and confidence in learning, is at the
centre of a student-centred approach in language learning.
Given the current situation, this study revealed many similarities between the East
Asian and the Australian students when comparing the impact of the length of time
they had spent on L2 study in a new environment and their preferences. Surprisingly,
it also revealed many similarities in the students‘ experiences as far as attitudes
towards L2 learning are concerned before and during their study in the current
environment. Based on the literature associated with learning preferences and L2
education (Barkhuisen, 1998; Hyman, 1993; Malczewska, 1993; Nunan, 1989; Peacock,
1998; Melton, 1990; Nelson, 1995; Oxford, 1990b; Oxford & Anderson, 1995; Rao,
2002, Reid, 1987; Stebbins, 1995), it was anticipated that more differences than
similarities would be found with regard to learning preferences between the studied
groups. Interestingly, this was not supported by the data collected in this study.
Though the participants represented different experiences with L2 learning and have
varying lengths of exposure to learning, they related to learning an L2 in a very similar
way. They perceived an L2 as a means through which they could communicate with
others as international citizens belonging to the same global community. Their
changed attitudes were in relation to the changing world. As stated earlier, this finding
is in agreement with Vygotsky‘s (1978) proposal that human beings change the world,
and the world changes individuals, including their needs, wants and desires as a
response to their adjustment and conformity to a new situation. In the case of the
participants from the present study, the main changes were associated with the
opportunities to communicate with native speakers through study, work, or travelling
for pleasure around the world.
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Research Question 4
The discussion on the next question gives further insights into the issues associated
with language learning goals and experiences and their impact on the students‘
response to language learning. It addresses the following question:
To what extent do differences in the East Asian ESL students‟ and
Australian LOTE students‟ language learning goals and experiences
impact on their response to language learning?

Impact of Learning Goals in Response to Language Learning
This research also investigated whether differences in the students‘ learning goals have
any impact on their response to language learning. The data from the participants who
studied another language for either general or special purposes were selected. When
comparing classroom activities and procedures, there was little difference between
those students who studied an L2 for a special purpose and those who had no specific
purpose. During the interviews, both groups of participants produced a similar list of
preferences which reflected their ambition behind learning an L2, which was to be able
to communicate with native speakers. It was discovered that most of the students from
both groups named speaking and listening activities as the most desirable for learning;
however, these activities were also rated as the most difficult to learn.
This finding supports Vygotsky‘s (1987a) stance on second language acquisition in the
differences between developing the skills for first and second languages. He states that
―the weaker aspects of the native language are the stronger aspects of the foreign and
vice versa‖ (p.221). He remarks that speaking, pronunciation and listening are the
strongest areas in the native language and are formed at the beginning of the mother
tongue development. In contrast, these skills are the most difficult to learn and are the
weakest component of the foreign language learning continuum.
Vygotsky‘s work also indicates that fluent and natural speech in a foreign language is
not only difficult, but only becomes evident close to the end of the learning process.
These observations were also validated in this study as the participants rated speaking
and listening activities as the most difficult to learn. They were also the most desirable
to learn as a means of mastering the language. Students from the present study wanted
to be proficient in an L2 to the extent that they can confidently communicate with
native speakers without hesitation or long pauses while searching for the appropriate
words to convey their message. They sought to be at the level where they can deliver
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―[f]ree, lively, [and] spontaneous speech‖ (Vygotsky, 1987a, p.221). There was a similar
desire regarding the level of L2 listening skills in that the students wanted to be
actively involved in the listening process and easily be able to understand what the
speakers were communicating to them.
Both groups agreed that the classroom environment is a good place to practise
speaking and listening skills, because, in many cases, it is the only place where
students are intensively exposed to L2 practice. In addition, it is in the classroom
setting where students can receive help and correction from teachers and peers. These
results confirm Vygotsky‘s perspective on the social nature of learning and
development; in such environments, students can maximise their learning abilities.
In spite of many similarities, the current study has identified minor statistically
significant differences in some areas of language learning as far as the classroom
activities and procedures are concerned. It revealed that students participating in
classes for general purposes were more interested in activities such as role-plays or
practising language outside the classroom than their counterparts in classes for special
purposes. Furthermore, the students from the general language classes were more
enthusiastic with regard to mutual work correction and to vocabulary learning in
comparison with students learning languages for special purposes.
At the same time, students from the classes for special purposes rated activities such as
reading and writing significantly higher than their counterparts from the general
purpose classes. The former group of students stated that due to time constraints, they
prefer to concentrate on activities that will be useful in either their further studies or
examinations. They were also less open to new experiences and trials during language
learning in comparison with the students from general purpose classes. However, it
has to be borne in mind that most of these students‘ desires were indeed to learn an L2
for global communication. Nunan (1993) points out that it is the responsibility of the
teacher to help learners to find their own way of doing things. However, this can only
be done if educators are informed not only about their students‘ needs, wants and
desires, but also about their constraints during their enrolment in various language
courses which address different purposes.
The present study also revealed that a large number of participants studying languages
for special purposes had higher motivation for achievement and clearer goals in L2
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learning than their counterparts who were learning for general purposes. While the
former was a highly motivated and hard-working group, the latter preferred a more
relaxed way of learning and did not want to be overloaded in their language study,
preferring ‗fun‘ activities instead. The former could also provide a clear and detailed
explanation of the purpose for studying an L2, while the latter in some cases were left
wondering about its reason. It was also discovered that the students‘ motive which
developed into motivation was strongly linked with their language learning goals as
well as the inspiration gained from the other students and teachers around them,
namely in the activity system – their community. As mentioned before, in the activity
system the interaction between subject, object and community is very important to
develop motive into motivation. According to the participants of this study, besides the
students‘ primary goals, their community (L2 classes and teachers, family, peer
networks, workplaces and wider L2 community) was a very important motivating
factor in learning an L2.
The above section has discussed the issues associated with the impact of goaldirectness on the students‘ learning preferences and the action the students
performed. The next section will address the issues of the students‘ language learning
experiences and their impact on their response to language learning.

Impact of Learning Experiences on Response to Language Learning
The research findings indicate that different language learning experiences played a
very important role in the students‘ response to language learning. Therefore, the
discussion now turns to examining more closely the evidence related to the students‘
experience and its role in their engagement with L2 learning. The investigation of the
characteristics of the participants‘ experiences in learning an L2 in Japan, Korea,
Taiwan and Australia focused on how they had been taught an L2 in the East Asian and
Australian educational systems.
It was generally found that the East Asian students involved in this study had a variety
of experiences in L2 learning. While they were studying English in their own countries,
they were engaged in a style of study with a strong emphasis on exam-driven learning,
where reading comprehension, vocabulary and grammar were emphasised. The
educational approach in their countries can be recognised as a principally teachercentred learning pedagogy where the teacher alone decides what and how the language
should be taught. The education systems in these countries establish the curriculum
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goals and what shall be learned. To many of the East Asian participants, learning
English in their home country was evidently about accumulating knowledge for the
purpose of being examined, which was unrelated to real-life applications and irrelevant
to their personal interest and concerns. Nevertheless, for many of the participants
battling with the task of learning an L2, this led to an increased knowledge of English
grammar and an interest to pursue L2 learning in accordance with their preferences.
The background of East Asian students who participated in this study indicated that
most of them did not have enough opportunity to learn English for conversational
purposes. Even though some of them had experienced a longer exposure to these kinds
of learning modes, the main focus of the teaching pedagogy involving their speaking
abilities did not seem to help their development of English language proficiency.
Due to the prevailing environment of exam-based English learning, speaking in a
communicative context is not a necessary priority for East Asian students entering into
the universities in Japan, Korea and Taiwan. As a result, the East Asian students do
not prioritise speaking skills as the examination system in their countries does not
regard this skill as an important area of language learning. Instead, the assessment is
based on pen and paper achievement. It is therefore not surprising that these students,
while studying in their countries, were more willing to focus on skills which were
useful for exams, even if they had the chance to learn a language for communicative
purposes. One student‘s explanation reflects the voices of many participants from this
study, ‗Unfortunately, I had almost no opportunity to talk in English because I chose ―a
progressive grammatical course‖ instead of ―an oral communication course‖. In Japan,
learning grammar is more important than learning to speak, listen and so on,
especially in order to enrol in university‘. This is the main reason that many students,
while studying in their country, choose to learn things which are important for passing
a test, even though they would prefer to learn for oral proficiency, and the students
who participated in this study were no exception.
This finding correlates with a statement made by LoCastro (1996), who claims that
unless the English examinations and teacher training in the Japanese sociocultural
context changes, there will be strong resistance to approaches which do not prepare
students for examinations. This finding also confirms the results from Yang‘s (1992)
research where she noted that Taiwanese language learners are torn between their
need to conform to a rigidly traditional education system, especially the pen and paper
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examination system, and their aspiration to be fluent English speakers. There is a need
for a learning environment where all language skills are learned and assessed, where
learners can learn in accordance with their preferences and learn for communicative
purposes; otherwise, they will choose a method of learning which only uses the skills
which are assessed during exams. This is also in line with Horwitz‘s (2008) claims that
learners predictably choose to utilise their time and effort on the kinds of activities that
allow them to achieve good marks.
This and other similar phenomena can be explained through the theory of activity.
According to Leont‘ev (1978), people are engaged in different types of activities not
only because they desire to do something, but because they are motivated by needs.
Once needs become directed at a specific object, they become motives. In the case of
the participants from this study, their needs became motives when they sought to pass
the university entrance exam so they could study at university. The students‘ motives
guided them to choose learning those language skills which would help them pass the
exam. Although the students would prefer to learn language for communicative
purposes, they chose to learn those skills that would allow them to reach their goal,
namely to be eligible to enrol at university.
At the beginning of their studies, most of the students from the present study studied
an L2 as a school subject only to pass the examination. However, as they lived their
daily lives, time passed and with it came the inevitable changes in educational, social,
technological and economic areas. They were also affected by experiences of increased
globalisation and subsequently by experiences of the global reconstruction that is
taking place. They realised that to be able to communicate in an L2, particularly in
English, is a vital skill which changed the participants‘ perception regarding the status
of an L2. The students have experienced the ultimate paradigm shift in L2 learning
from just a school subject to being able to communicate with other individuals around
the world. The students‘ lives have taken on a new perspective where they see L2
learning through different eyes as being tangible in real-life applications. These
experiences had an immense impact on the students‘ preferences and affected all the
students in this study, regardless of whether they were East Asian or Australian
participants.
This research has found that many participants who had more exposure to an L2
environment were more interested in pursuing further learning of an L2. Many of them
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have chosen to study the L2 to assist their future career due to the L2 surroundings
and affection for particular people and their language. This was the case for most of the
Australian students who decided to study an L2 for their major or as an elective
subject. As for the East Asian students, they consider English as an extremely
important language for international communication; therefore, after spending some
time in general English classes, they chose to study it further in classes for special
purposes. Being surrounded by English as an international language helps them decide
to study English for academic purposes or any other special purposes and in this way
ensure that they will be more skilful in their future careers.
The theoretical perspectives of sociocultural approaches indicate that the world and
individuals transform and develop together. It is through enlightened and thoughtful
individuals that civil society is enhanced and elevated (among others: Engeström,
1999; Johnson, 2001, 2004; Lantolf, 2000; Lantolf & Poehner, 2008; Lantolf &
Thorne, 2006, 2007; Leont‘ev,1978; Vygotsky, 1978, 1986). Individuals, in turn, make
use of the advancement of their communities. L2 education has an increasingly
important part to play in this dynamic relationship. Technological advances and
globalisation mean that people encounter a rapidly growing access to communication
with each other around the world. There is, therefore, a growing need for people who
are able to communicate in more than one language and use an L2 effectively for their
own benefit and for that of their communities.
It has been argued in this thesis that little research documents students‘ engagement
with learning an L2 in an Australian context that highlights their preferences in
learning. Previous studies have only dealt with a ‗snapshot in time‘ and presented
students‘ engagement with L2 learning and their learning preferences as being mainly
culture-driven, static and fixed across different contexts. The study presented here
takes a more dynamic approach. It recognises that learning preferences change over
time in response to such factors as students‘ goals, their previous experiences,
contemporary realities and future possibilities in our rapidly changing world. By
revealing these factors in the historical, cultural and institutional contexts, this study
provides insight into the relationship between the language learner preferences and
their sociocultural worlds. It sees learners as mobile individuals who are involved in a
variety of sociocultural practices and argues that these practices have remarkable
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impact on their engagement with L2 learning and by extension on their preferences in
L2 learning.
This study also acknowledges that students‘ engagement with L2 learning is based on
their cognitive conscious choices which are in agreement with the students‘ purposes
and needs. It further claims that these choices may be strongly influenced by both local
and global sociocultural practices that the students are or want to be involved in, and
that these sociocultural practices have to be understood in the context of wider
relations of power. Focusing on the link between L2 students‘ purposes of studying a
language and their sociocultural practices in light of SCT and AT, this study
contributes a more in-depth and innovative investigation of students‘ engagement with
L2 learning by focusing on their preferences in learning.

Implications
From the findings of this study, there are several implications for L2 learning which
are now presented.

Implications for L2 Learner Strategic Learning
The findings of this study indicate that students can benefit from explicit attention to
learning preferences. The study revealed that the more conscious students are of their
goals and preferences, the more strategic they can be in taking active and effective
participation in their own L2 development. Therefore, L2 learners should be helped to
be made aware of their preference dominance and their strategic approaches to L2
learning in order to learn a language to their full potential. One method of
accomplishing this goal is to ask students to reflect on their L2 learning part-way
through an L2 course so that they have the opportunity to deliberate on their learning
processes and see their L2 learning goals and preferences more clearly.
Students‘ reflection on their L2 learning process may involve different areas of L2
learning, such as preferences in classroom activities and procedures, their involvement
in a learning process, the resources and learning situation, which in turn may
contribute to L2 learner strategic learning. Rating the satisfaction of L2 learning
preferences from the highest to the lowest may lead L2 learners to run a self-check in
order to conclude where they have to put in more effort and where they have done well,
and then make corresponding adjustments and changes in the course for further L2
study. The results and discussions of the roles of L2 skills and other areas of L2
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learning will also remind L2 learners not to merely follow along, but to consider the
usefulness of each of the L2 learning areas and the different learning stages, and to
take their own effective and appropriate actions according to their own specific
circumstances, goals, preferences and objectives and thus take on more responsibility
for their own learning.

Implications for L2 Teaching
There is no doubt that the more L2 teachers know about what the students find
preferable in the classroom, the better their chances are of improving the quality of L2
learning and use.
The findings from this study suggest that the participants, according to the individual
responses, showed variations of learning preferences in L2 learning. Therefore, it
would be advantageous for teachers to not only help learners to become aware of their
preferences, but also encourage them to take action on the basis of that recognition
and help them become more successful in L2 learning. At the beginning of the
program, an L2 teacher should give students a learning preference inventory
questionnaire such as the one used in this study. This could indicate the learning
preferences of particular L2 students in the classroom and guide a teacher towards an
awareness of these different preferences in L2 learning. On the basis of this awareness,
a teacher could take appropriate actions in conducting classes suited to the students
and, even more positively, discuss the purpose of the different teaching strategies as
well as turn to a wider range of sources for materials and methodological approaches.
In this way, she/he would be able not only to satisfy the students‘ preferences, but also
broaden the scope of their L2 learning desires, which in turn make learners more
responsive to different areas of L2 study.
Furthermore, preferences in learning activities were greatly affected by the students‘
learning goals. The study revealed that participants desired to learn an L2 in order to
communicate effectively in that language. However, this had a different meaning in L2
learning for the language for special purposes group and for the general language
group. For the former, effective communication meant having a good command of an
L2 to be able to comprehend and respond to the special genres required by business,
hospitality or academia. For the latter, effective communication meant to be able to
listen, to interpret the meaning of and to respond appropriately in interactive contexts
on a variety of topics based on the students‘ interest. This affects teachers in that, when
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recognised as a current global desire, their teaching needs be focused on producing
communicative students, whether for social or special purposes.

Implications for L2 Assessment
The findings from this study revealed that the students‘ preferred assessment was to
see if they were able to use an L2 in real-life situations. This preference has
implications not only for course design, but also for assessment. L2 educators should
be concerned that the L2 knowledge and skills needed by the students to function
effectively in contemporary complex societies are crucial; therefore, they should
prepare L2 students for these purposes. In this situation, both L2 language learning
and assessment have to be adequate and add to the new demands of the current world.
The multiple forms of assessment that reflect student learning and achievement based
on activities representing classroom and real-life settings should be considered. These
forms of assessment should be delivered and tested in a non-threatening environment.
The assessment can be administered in a classroom setting, in a computer laboratory
as well as outside the classroom in a target language community. Using reading and
listening logs or portfolios created by learners as a means of assessment can highlight
their reflective engagement and the contributions they bring to their learning.
PowerPoint presentations as well as self-assessment and peer assessment can further
foster opportunities for students to explore and demonstrate their engagement and
own development in a learning process.
Additionally, using modern technology, for instance the Internet with email and Skype
facilities, iPods and iPads for both written and spoken modes, can be provided through
cooperative learning activities that present students with opportunities to use an L2 to
interact with others, whether for social or academic purposes. By providing the
abovementioned variety of tasks and assessment, students can see their strengths and
weaknesses more clearly and may direct their preferences to the area of L2 learning
which needs to be improved on. With a variety of assessment tasks being implemented
and where students‘ preferences are concerned, this will allow teachers and students
themselves to see whether they are making progress and whether they are able to
accomplish complex learning tasks insisted on by a reformed curriculum.
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Future Directions
There are four main directions for further work that have developed out of this
analysis.
First, an interesting avenue of enquiry would be to compare the responses of students
elsewhere with those of this sample group, involving the same instruments as they
were used in this research, i.e. the questionnaire and the interview. This could involve
L2 learners from the educational institutions where this study was conducted as well as
other western and non-western societies, including Australia and overseas, and
students in other learning contexts. Corresponding or comparative studies would
provide the prospective studies to answer a number of questions thrown up by the
present study, particularly in terms of the representativeness of the respondents and
the replicability of results.
The responses of students from this sample group could be also compared with the
responses of students elsewhere employing other than interview qualitative methods of
data collection. These methods could include classroom observation, language learning
diary and dialogue journal analysis as a means of investigating the trends in learning
preferences. The additional methods are suggested in order to provide more
information regarding the students‘ learning preferences and students‘ engagement
with L2 learning.
Second, since current theories of learning and teaching emphasise students‘ active role
in learning an L2 as well as their involvement in the learning process, it is important to
take into account learner preferences in L2 learning and to explore the role of teacher
practice in accordance with them. To be more specific, further research can focus on
how teachers actually respond to learner preferences. Is it feasible and even desirable?
Is there evidence of improved outcomes? How does this contribute towards a theory of
learning? Such research would appear to have strong practical as well as theoretical
ramifications.
Third, the present study design suggests that one or more factors may be contributing
to a gradual change in learners‘ learning preferences. There was an indication that the
more time students spend on learning an L2 in a new learning environment, the more
confident they are while involved in speaking activities, especially in front of others. In
particular, the students who learn an L2 for more than six months in an ELICOS centre
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or university displayed more fortitude in the speaking activities. To more clearly
understand the reason for this change, it is suggested that further investigations
should focus on examining changes in individual L2 learning preferences across time.
Certain student variables would also need to be taken into consideration and
controlled tightly, such as proficiency level, length of study, and the specific Australian
learning environment that students come into contact with here in their classes
according to the style of teaching.
Finally, the Australian position with regard to the international and the multicultural
students‘ population and their learning preferences is exceedingly complex. It reflects
not only cultural preoccupations and the languages spoken by the students and their
L2 educators, but also an overall global trend and awareness of the importance of
knowing more than one language. Moreover, the prestige of English as a global
language should be taken into account. In this situation, future research might need to
recognise the complexity of learner preferences which this study revealed – that
learning preferences are not straightforward, individualistic and unchanging, but are
impacted on by sociocultural factors and changes over time. This could be best
achieved by employing a variety of research instruments in a longitudinal method of
study. Multiple sources of data collection in a longitudinal method of study may help
better inform our understanding of any systematic variation of L2 learning preferences
in a sociocultural context of education.

Conclusion
This study has focused on students‘ engagement with learning an L2 in an Australian
context by focus on their preferences in learning. Preferences are but one area which
should be taken into consideration when designing language programs and while
teaching an L2. The findings represent only a small window into the quality of L2
learners‘ responses regarding their engagement with learning an L2; however, they
have given some indication as to how L2 learners prefer to learn and why they prefer to
learn in particular ways. As it is crucial to provide learners with opportunities to be
actively engaged in their learning, the findings from the present study provide useful
tools to better understand the dynamics and interaction of students‘ L2 learning and
for this reason guide teachers in the enhancement of teaching and the learners in the
improvement of their learning.
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The focus on the domain of engagement with learning an L2 by stressing students‘
preferences in learning is valuable for several reasons. All learners have a preferred
way of L2 learning, and if they learn in accordance with their preferences, their
learning might be more enjoyable, more inspiring and by extension more productive.
Therefore, it is crucial for teachers to be aware of the students‘ learning preferences
and their orientation with respect to particular L2 learning practices. By working
vigilantly with students, teachers can be responsive to how students best learn and
then re-examine and adjust their own teaching style. Moreover, they could familiarise
students with strategic learning that will work towards their preferences and provide
students with opportunities to expand their preferred ways of learning. In this way, the
preference conflict that often occurs between teacher and learner could be significantly
diminished.
Clearly, much more research is needed on students‘ engagement with learning an L2
by focussing on their preferences in learning and on the relationship between learning
preferences and types of instruction. This is important in an era of incredible changes
brought about by technology saturated societies and globalisation, so that students are
given the opportunity to study an L2 most effectively. Research, such as provided in
this study, helps offer a basis on which L2 students can be better assisted to meet their
greatest potential.
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Appendix A – Language Learning
Preferences Questionnaire (ESL)
The Questionnaire pack consists of the following items:
Participant Information Sheet
Consent Form
ESL Cover Page
ESL Questionnaire Form
Invitation
These items are shown on the following pages.
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Participant Information Sheet
Language Learning Preferences of ESL/LOTE Students
Questionnaire
This research project is being conducted as a part of a Doctor of Philosophy program
and is supervised by Dr Christine Fox and Associate Professor Bev Derewianka in the
Faculty of Education at the University of Wollongong.
The purpose of the research is to explore and assess language learning preferences of
ESL (English as a Second Language) and LOTE (Languages Other Than English)
learners studying in an Australian context.
While your educational institution has agreed to participate in this research study, you
should be aware that your participation is entirely voluntary. Furthermore, you are
free to withdraw your data as well as your further participation from this research at
any time without having to give a reason, and without adverse consequences.
If you take part in this project, you will be asked to fill in a questionnaire. The
questionnaire has been designed to help you to identify the way(s) you learn best
foreign languages – the way(s) you prefer to learn foreign languages. It will take
approximately 15-20 minutes of your time to complete.
Your completed questionnaires will be treated with absolute confidentiality and you
will not be identified. They will be stored with the supervisor in a locked filing cabinet
at the research institution concerned when not in use, and will be kept for a period of
five years and then destroyed.
If you have any enquiries regarding the conduct of the research, please contact the
Secretary of the University of Wollongong Human Research Ethics Committee on (02)
4221 4457
Danuta Bass-Dolivan
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Consent Form
CONSENT FORM
Language Learning Preferences of ESL/LOTE Students
Questionnaire
This research project is being conducted as a part of a Doctor of Philosophy program
and is supervised by Dr Christine Fox and Associate Professor Bev Derewianka in the
faculty of Education at the University of Wollongong.
The purpose of the research is to get some information on ESL (English as a Second
Language) and LOTE (Languages Other Than English) students learning preferences.
If you take part in this project, you will be asked to fill in a questionnaire. The
questionnaire has been designed to help you to identify the way(s) you learn best – the
way(s) you prefer to learn.
All information is confidential and you won‘t be identified. You are also free to
withdraw from this research at any time without any penalty.
If you have any enquiries regarding the conduct of the research, please contact the
Secretary of the University of Wollongong Human Research Ethics Committee on (02)
4221 4457
I understand that the data collected will be used to examine language
learning preferences of ESL/LOTE students, and I consent for the data
to be used in that manner.
If you wish to take part in this research please sign below:
………………………………../…………/…………….
I consent to the use of the data as described above.
………………………………../…………/…………….
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ESL Cover Page
Language Learning Preferences Questionnaire
Students (ESL)
Date ______________
Personal Details:
Age _________

 Male

Native Country _________________

 Female

Native Language _________________

Background Information:
How long did you study English in your country? _________________________
Where have you studied English?
 School
 Language school
 University/College
 Private lessons
 At home on your own.
Which other languages have you studied? ______________________________
How long have you studied English in Australia? _________________________
Why did you decide to study English? _________________________________
___________________________________________________________
What course are you in now? _______________________________________
Have you ever completed a questionnaire? Please circle Yes or No.
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ESL Questionnaire
Language Learning Preferences Questionnaire
This questionnaire has a list of statements about the ways that different students like
to learn foreign languages – the ways, they prefer to learn.
Think about how you like to learn English and decide how you feel about these ways of
learning. Put a tick in the box 
Please try to make a response for each statement.

1. In the language class I want to learn by

I don't like it
1

I like it

2

3

4

Role play (drama, dialogue with class mates)









Language games with lots of action









Conversations with other students









Solving problems in groups









Grammar exercises









Pronunciation practice









Going out with the class and practising language









Memorising conversations/dialogues









Reading in front of the class









Reading newspaper/magazine articles









Copying from the board









Giving a presentation to the class









Other

2. In the language class I prefer to work

I don't like it
1

I like it

2

3

4

By myself (alone)









In pairs









In small groups









With all as a group









Other
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3. When I speak I prefer to be corrected

I don't like it
1

I like it

2

3

4

Immediately, in front of everyone









Immediately, in private









Later, at the end of the activity, in front of everyone









Later, in private









Other

4. In the language class I like it when

I don't like it
1

I like it

2

3

4

The teacher sometimes asks me to correct my own work









Other students sometimes correct my work









The teacher corrects my work









Other

5. I like our teacher to give us some homework

I don't like it
1

I like it

2

3

4

After each language class









Occasionally









Never









Other

6. I like to know how much my language
is improving by

I don't like it
1

I like it

2

3

4

Tasks given by the teacher









Class tests









Seeing if I can use the language in real-life situations









Other
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7. I like talking with my teacher about my progress

I don't like it
1

I like it

2

3

4

Very often during the course









Sometimes during the course









At the end of the course









Other

8. In the language class I want to concentrate on

I don't like it
1

I like it

2

3

4

Speaking









Reading









Writing









Listening









Grammar









Vocabulary









Pronunciation









Other

9. What do you enjoy most about your language class?
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________

Thank you very much.
Please read the next page.
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Invitation
Invitation to assist further in the study
Dear Student,
Thank you for completing the questionnaire. It would help me considerably if you
would consent to be interviewed (by phone if you prefer) about the topics in the
questionnaire. If you are willing to be interviewed, please complete the section below.
Your identity and all the recorded information will be kept strictly confidential.
Completing this section does not commit you to anything and you are free to withdraw
at any time and without giving reason.
I look forward to talking to you.
Yours
Danuta Bass-Dolivan

I am willing to be interviewed.
First name (e.g. Sue, Bill, Gill etc.) ……….........................................
Phone number: ….....……................ Signature: ………..……………….
If you wish to do so, you may indicate below the times at which it is
convenient for you to be phoned, e.g. office hours, or between 6pm and
7pm, etc.
Best time to phone: ………………..… Signature: ………………………….
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Preferences Questionnaire (LOTE)
The Questionnaire pack consists of the following items:
Participant Information Sheet
Consent Form
LOTE Cover Page
LOTE Questionnaire Form
Invitation
The Participant Information Sheet and the Consent Form are identical to those
already shown in Appendix A. Likewise, the Invitation is the same. The different
questionnaires, that is, its Cover Page and Questionnaire Form, are shown on the
following pages.
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LOTE Cover Page
Language Learning Preferences Questionnaire
Students (LOTE)
Date _____________

Personal Details:
Age _________

 Male

 Female

Native Country _________________ Native Language __________________

Background Information:
How long have you formally studied a foreign language in Australia? __________
Where have you studied a foreign language?
 School
 Language school
 University/College
 Private lessons
 At home on your own.
Which foreign language(s) have you studied? __________________________
Have you ever studied a foreign language overseas? Please circle Yes or No.
If yes, in which country/ies ______________ for how long? ____ and where?
 Language school
 University/College
 Private tuition
 By living in the country

246

Appendix B – Language Learning Preferences Questionnaire (LOTE)

Why did you decide to study a foreign language? __________________________
___________________________________________________________
What course are you in now? _______________________________________
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LOTE Questionnaire
Language Learning Preferences Questionnaire
This questionnaire has a list of statements about the ways that different students like
to learn foreign languages – the ways, they prefer to learn.
Think about how you like to learn a foreign language and decide how you feel about
these ways of learning. Put a tick in the box 
Please try to make a response for each statement.
Note
The nine questions are identical as shown in Appendix A
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Appendix C – Language Learning
Preferences Interview (ESL)
Before the interview, each participant was given two forms:
Participant Information Sheet
Consent Form
These are shown on the following pages followed by the semi-structured interview
questions.
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Participant Information Sheet
Language Learning Preferences of ESL/LOTE Students Interview
This research project is being conducted as a part of a Doctor of Philosophy program
and is supervised by Dr Christine Fox and Associate Professor Bev Derewianka in the
Faculty of Education at the University of Wollongong.
The purpose of the research is to explore and assess language learning preferences of
ESL (English as a Second Language) and LOTE (Languages Other Than English)
learners studying in an Australian context.
While your educational institution has agreed to participate in this research study, you
should be aware that your participation is entirely voluntary. Furthermore, you are
free to withdraw your data as well as your further participation from this research at
any time without having to give a reason and without adverse consequences.
If you take part in this project, you will be asked some questions during an interview.
The questions will be associated with your foreign language learning preferences –
with the way(s) you like to learn a foreign language. The interview should take
approximately 20-30 minutes of your time. Your answers will be tape recorded to
make sure that the information you provide can subsequently be analysed accurately.
All information you provide will be treated with absolute confidentiality, will never be
traceable to any individual, and you will not be identified. The tapes with the
interviews will be stored with the supervisor in a locked filing cabinet at the research
institution concerned when not in use, and will be kept for a period of five years and
then destroyed.
If you have any enquiries regarding the conduct of the research please contact the
Secretary of the University of Wollongong Human Research Ethics Committee on (02)
4221 4457
Danuta Bass-Dolivan
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Consent Form
CONSENT FORM
Language Learning Preferences of ESL/LOTE Students Interview
This research project is being conducted as a part of a Doctor of Philosophy program
and is supervised by Dr Christine Fox and Associate Professor Bev Derewianka in the
faculty of Education at the University of Wollongong.
The purpose of the research is to get some information on ESL (English as a Second
Language) and LOTE (Languages Other Than English) students learning preferences.
If you take part in this project, you will be asked some questions during an interview
about your learning preferences. The interview has been designed to help you to
identify the way(s) you learn best – the way(s) you prefer to learn.
All information is confidential and you won‘t be identified. You are also free to
withdraw from this research at any time without any penalty.
If you have any enquiries regarding the conduct of the research, please contact the
Secretary of the University of Wollongong Human Research Ethics Committee on (02)
4221 4457
I understand that the data collected will be used to examine language
learning preferences of ESL/LOTE students, and I consent for the data
to be used in that manner.
If you wish to take part in this research please sign below:
………………………………../…………/…………….
I consent to the use of the data as described above.
………………………………../…………/…………….
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Semi-structured Interview Questions
How did you learn language in your home country? (kinds of activities, testing,
correction)
How are the language classes different in Australia compared with your home country?
What were your language learning preferences when you came to Australia?
Do you still have the same language learning preferences now? If not, how have they
changed? Why do you think they have changed?
Do you think that your language learning in your own country has made it easier or
more difficult to learn language in Australia?
What did you enjoy most about your language class when you came to Australia?
What do you enjoy most about your language class now?
What kinds of language learning activities do you like most?
Are there any language learning activities which you don‘t like much?
What kinds of classroom activities are the most important for you in your language
learning?
What do you think is the best way to learn language?
When you learn language, do you prefer to work with others or alone?
How has other learning helped you to learn language?
What are your language learning goals?
What sorts of language learning will help you reach your goals?
What has made you to learn English the most the classroom situation or learning
outside of the classroom (i.e. community, homestay situation, the Independent
Learning Centre - ILC)?
What activities in the community help you to learn English?
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Preferences Interview (LOTE)
The Participant Information Sheet and the Consent Form are identical to those shown
in Appendix C. The different interview questions are shown below.

Semi-structured Interview Questions
Have you ever had any experiences in learning a foreign language before you started
the language course in this institute?
How did you learn language before you began to learn in this institute? (kinds of
activities, testing, correction)
What were your language learning preferences when you started the language course?
Do you still have the same language learning preferences now? If not how have they
changed? Why have they changed?
Do you think that your previous language learning experiences have made it easier or
more difficult to learn language in this institute?
What did you enjoy most about your language class when you started the language
course in this institute?
What do you enjoy most about your language class now?
What kinds of language learning activities do you like most?
Are there any language learning activities which you don‘t like much?
What kinds of classroom activities are the most important for you in your language
learning?
What do you think is the best way to learn language?
When you learn language do you prefer to work with others or alone?
How has other learning helped you to learn language?
Have you had to use other (new) strategies to learn language? What are they?
What are your language learning goals?
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What sorts of language learning will help you reach your goals?
What has made the most significant contribution for your language learning the
classroom situation or learning outside of the classroom i.e. exposure to a foreign
language community, the Independent Learning Centre – ILC)?
What activities in the community help you to learn a foreign language?
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Preferences Interview (Teachers)
Before the interview, each participant was given two forms:
Participant Information Sheet
Consent Form
These are shown on the following pages.

Participant Information Sheet
Language Learning Preferences of ESL/LOTE Teachers Interview
This research project is being conducted as a part of a Doctor of Philosophy program
and is supervised by Dr Christine Fox and Associate Professor Bev Derewianka in the
Faculty of Education at the University of Wollongong.
The purpose of the research is to explore and assess language learning preferences of
ESL (English as a Second Language) and LOTE (Languages Other Than English)
learners studying in an Australian context.
While your educational institution has agreed to participate in this research study, you
should be aware that your participation is entirely voluntary. Furthermore, you are
free to withdraw your data as well as your further participation from this research at
any time without having to give a reason and without adverse consequences.
If you take part in this project, you will be asked some questions during an interview.
The questions will be associated with your students‘ language learning preferences.
The interview should take approximately 20-30 minutes of your time. Your answers
will be tape recorded to make sure that the information you provide can subsequently
be analysed accurately.
All information you provide will be treated with absolute confidentiality, will never be
traceable to any individual, and you will not be identified. The tapes with the
interviews will be stored with the supervisor in a locked filing cabinet at the research
institution concerned when not in use, and will be kept for a period of five years and
then destroyed.
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If you have any enquiries regarding the conduct of the research please contact the
Secretary of the University of Wollongong Human Research Ethics Committee on (02)
4221 4457
Danuta Bass-Dolivan
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Appendix E – Language Learning Preferences Interview (Teachers)

Consent Form
CONSENT FORM
Language Learning Preferences of ESL/LOTE Teachers Interview
This research project is being conducted as a part of a Doctor of Philosophy program
and is supervised by Dr Christine Fox and Associate Professor Bev Derewianka in the
faculty of Education at the University of Wollongong.
The purpose of the research is to get some information on ESL (English as a Second
Language) and LOTE (Languages Other Than English) students learning preferences.
If you take part in this project, you will be asked some questions during an interview
about your students‘ learning preferences. The interview has been designed to help
your students to identify the way(s) they learn best – the way(s) they prefer to learn.
All information is confidential and you won‘t be identified. You are also free to
withdraw from this research at any time without any penalty.
If you have any enquiries regarding the conduct of the research, please contact the
Secretary of the University of Wollongong Human Research Ethics Committee on (02)
4221 4457
I understand that the data collected will be used to examine language
learning preferences of ESL/LOTE students, and I consent for the data
to be used in that manner.
If you wish to take part in this research please sign below:
………………………………../…………/…………….
I consent to the use of the data as described above.
………………………………../…………/…………….

257

Appendix F – Reliability of the Language
Learning Questionnaire Item
Total Statistics
Questions

Scale
Mean
if Item
Deleted

Scale
Variance
if Item
Deleted

Corrected
Cronbach's
Item Squared
Alpha
Total
Multiple
if Item
Correlation Correlation
Deleted

I want to learn by role
play

110.03

126.058

.169

.270

.813

I want to learn by
language games

109.89

125.738

.176

.326

.813

I want to learn by
conversation

109.55

123.776

.358

.426

.807

I want to learn by
solving problems

109.93

122.700

.381

.345

.806

I want to learn by
grammar exercises

109.99

122.674

.345

.496

.807

I want to learn by
pronunciation

109.63

123.733

.324

.384

.808

I want to learn by
going out

109.83

124.664

.243

.326

.811

I want to learn by
memorising

110.24

123.806

.319

.364

.808
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Appendix F – Reliability of the Language Learning Questionnaire Item

Questions

Scale
Mean
if Item
Deleted

Scale
Variance
if Item
Deleted

Corrected
Cronbach's
Item Squared
Alpha
Total
Multiple
if Item
Correlation Correlation
Deleted

I want to read in front
of class

110.46

123.291

.337

.389

.808

I want to read
newspapers

110.10

124.917

.245

.322

.811

I want to copy from
the board

110.44

124.345

.267

.293

.810

I want to present to
the class

110.37

122.629

.333

.342

.808

I prefer to work alone

110.10

127.295

.095

.210

.816

I prefer to work in
pairs

109.74

123.670

.333

.339

.808

I prefer to work in
small groups

109.79

124.887

.266

.466

.810

I prefer to work in one
large group

110.72

127.223

.100

.254

.816

I prefer to be corrected
immediately in front of
everyone

109.93

122.902

.315

.353

.808

I prefer to be corrected
immediately in private

109.99

123.687

.285

.392

.809
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Appendix F – Reliability of the Language Learning Questionnaire Item

Questions

Scale
Mean
if Item
Deleted

Scale
Variance
if Item
Deleted

Corrected
Cronbach's
Item Squared
Alpha
Total
Multiple
if Item
Correlation Correlation
Deleted

I prefer to be corrected
later in front of
everyone

110.49

124.709

.238

.414

.811

I prefer to be corrected
later in private

110.43

126.238

.137

.509

.815

I like it when I correct
my own work

109.74

122.580

.387

.357

.806

I like it when other
students correct my
work

110.11

123.601

.317

.314

.808

I like it when the
teacher corrects my
work

109.42

123.501

.387

.293

.807

I like to get homework
after each language
class

110.08

122.146

.338

.356

.808

I like to get homework
occasionally

109.90

126.275

.171

.306

.813

I never like to get
homework

111.27

133.425

-.203

.336

.825

I like knowing that my
language is improving
by tasks given by
teacher

109.78

123.430

.387

.351

.807

I like knowing that my
language is improving
by class tests

110.06

122.156

.388

.349

.806
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Appendix F – Reliability of the Language Learning Questionnaire Item

Questions

Scale
Mean
if Item
Deleted

Scale
Variance
if Item
Deleted

Corrected
Cronbach's
Item Squared
Alpha
Total
Multiple
if Item
Correlation Correlation
Deleted

I like knowing that my
language is improving
in real-life situation

109.43

125.093

.304

.336

.809

I like talking about my
progress very often
during the course

110.00

124.677

.265

.240

.810

I like talking about my
progress sometimes
during the course

109.87

125.445

.255

.234

.810

I like talking about my
progress at the end of
the course

110.46

125.451

.170

.303

.814

I want to concentrate
on speaking

109.22

123.011

.460

.551

.805

I want to concentrate
on reading

109.63

122.858

.406

.453

.806

I want to concentrate
on writing

109.72

122.048

.400

.417

.806

I want to concentrate
on listening

109.33

121.742

.504

.528

.803

I want to concentrate
on grammar

109.84

120.935

.432

.585

.804

I want to concentrate
on vocabulary

109.49

122.716

.416

.449

.806
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Appendix F – Reliability of the Language Learning Questionnaire Item

Questions

I want to concentrate
on pronunciation

Scale
Mean
if Item
Deleted

Scale
Variance
if Item
Deleted

109.46

123.131

Corrected
Cronbach's
Item Squared
Alpha
Total
Multiple
if Item
Correlation Correlation
Deleted

.402

.498

.80
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Appendix G – Variation in Preferences
Perceived by Different Groups
Total Statistics
Chi-Square Test: Pearson Chi-Square
Overall
Preference

Questions

Preferences Preferences Preferences Preferences
and
for
for
for
nationality
less than
less than
General
6 months
6 months
Language
and
and
and
6 months
6 months
Language
or more
or more
for Special
of study in of study at Purposes:
Australia:
university: Australian
East Asian Australian
students
students
students
df 1, p≤0.05 df 3, p≤0.05 df 1, p≤0.05 df 1, p≤0.05 df 1, p≤0.05

I want to learn by
role play

.131

.017

.527

.301

.045

I want to learn by
language games

.109

.015

.119

.932

.977

I want to learn by
conversation

.053

.251

.942

.587

.067

I want to learn by
solving problems

.086

280

.063

.281

.522

I want to learn by
grammar exercises

.168

.471

.348

.406

.614

I want to learn by
pronunciation

.484

.441

.909

.276

1.000
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Appendix G – Variation in Preferences Perceived by Different Groups
Overall
Preference

Questions

Preferences Preferences Preferences Preferences
and
for
for
for
nationality
less than
less than
General
6 months
6 months
Language
and
and
and
6 months
6 months
Language
or more
or more
for Special
of study in of study at Purposes:
Australia:
university: Australian
East Asian Australian
students
students
students
df 1, p≤0.05 df 3, p≤0.05 df 1, p≤0.05 df 1, p≤0.05 df 1, p≤0.05

I want to learn by
going out

.508

.155

.798

.647

.051

I want to learn by
memorising

.000

.001

.178

.778

.308

I want to read in
front of the class

.555

.002

.346

.742

.140

I want to read
newspapers

.596

.003

.894

.987

.248

I want to copy from
the board

.617

.442

.089

.737

.197

I want to present to
the class

.114

.211

.038

.833

.902

I prefer to work
alone

.084

.005

.007

.156

.981

I prefer to work in
pairs

.323

.673

.909

.619

.472
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Appendix G – Variation in Preferences Perceived by Different Groups
Overall
Preference

Questions

Preferences Preferences Preferences Preferences
and
for
for
for
nationality
less than
less than
General
6 months
6 months
Language
and
and
and
6 months
6 months
Language
or more
or more
for Special
of study in of study at Purposes:
Australia:
university: Australian
East Asian Australian
students
students
students
df 1, p≤0.05 df 3, p≤0.05 df 1, p≤0.05 df 1, p≤0.05 df 1, p≤0.05

I prefer to work in
small groups

.088

.342

.023

.775

.235

I prefer to work in
one large group

.013

.100

.960

.057

.196

I prefer to be
corrected
immediately in front
of everyone

.000

.000

.586

.204

.337

I prefer to be
corrected
immediately in
private

.004

.028

.582

.276

.547

I prefer to be
corrected later in
front of everyone

.000

.000

.945

.023

.118

I prefer to be
corrected later in
private

.000

.000

.262

.195

.527

I like it when I
correct my own work

.000

.000

.585

.153

.231

I like it when other
students correct my
work

.001

.009

.851

.709

.002
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Appendix G – Variation in Preferences Perceived by Different Groups
Overall
Preference

Questions

Preferences Preferences Preferences Preferences
and
for
for
for
nationality
less than
less than
General
6 months
6 months
Language
and
and
and
6 months
6 months
Language
or more
or more
for Special
of study in of study at Purposes:
Australia:
university: Australian
East Asian Australian
students
students
students
df 1, p≤0.05 df 3, p≤0.05 df 1, p≤0.05 df 1, p≤0.05 df 1, p≤0.05

I like it when the
teacher corrects my
work

.424

.258

.221

.387

.153

I like to get
homework after each
language class

.052

.036

.137

.029

.536

I like to get
homework
occasionally

.767

.025

.079

.006

.188

I never like to get
homework

.966

.706

.697

.037

.758

I like knowing that
my language is
improving by tasks
given by teacher

.004

.006

.249

.006

.106

I like knowing that
my language is
improving by class
tests

.348

.378

.180

.416

.310

I like knowing that
my language is
improving in real-life
situations

.588

.373

.854

.061

.693

I like talking about
my progress very
often during the
course

.917

.967

.105

.583

.465
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Appendix G – Variation in Preferences Perceived by Different Groups
Overall
Preference

Questions

Preferences Preferences Preferences Preferences
and
for
for
for
nationality
less than
less than
General
6 months
6 months
Language
and
and
and
6 months
6 months
Language
or more
or more
for Special
of study in of study at Purposes:
Australia:
university: Australian
East Asian Australian
students
students
students
df 1, p≤0.05 df 3, p≤0.05 df 1, p≤0.05 df 1, p≤0.05 df 1, p≤0.05

I like talking about
my progress
sometimes during
the course

.472

.044

.188

.672

.472

I like talking about
my progress at the
end of the course

.979

.160

.027

.126

.836

I want to concentrate
on speaking

.322

.508

.540

.002

.182

I want to concentrate
on reading

.004

.012

.969

.033

.041

I want to concentrate
on writing

.172

.210

.878

.122

.028

I want to concentrate
on listening

.950

.852

.015

.002

.557

I want to concentrate
on grammar

.296

.697

.403

.118

.282

I want to concentrate
on vocabulary

.590

.931

.335

.112

.024
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Appendix G – Variation in Preferences Perceived by Different Groups
Overall
Preference

Questions

I want to concentrate
on pronunciation

Preferences Preferences Preferences Preferences
and
for
for
for
nationality
less than
less than
General
6 months
6 months
Language
and
and
and
6 months
6 months
Language
or more
or more
for Special
of study in of study at Purposes:
Australia:
university: Australian
East Asian Australian
students
students
students
df 1, p≤0.05 df 3, p≤0.05 df 1, p≤0.05 df 1, p≤0.05 df 1, p≤0.05

.313

.470

.931

.119

.071
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Copyright Material
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